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THE PARENTS OF JONATHAN HAYNES OF NEWBURY AND HAVERHILL, 
MASSACHUSETTS, AND SOME OF THEIR DESCENDANT 


By Mrs. William C. Clark, of Elkins Park, Penn. 


Inasmuch as Mr. Jacobus, in his article, "Jonathan 
Haynes of Newbury, Mass." [ante, Vol. 23, pp. 110-112, 
October 1946], merely suggested that Jonathan might have 
been a son of William Haynes of Salem, I shall present 
some records which seem to prove conclusively that he 
was the son of the said William and of his wife, Sarah 
Ingersoll, daughter of Richard and Ann (Langley) Inger- 
soll. 

Richaré Ingersoll came to Salem in 1629 with Higgin- 
son, arriving June 29th, from Bedfordshire, England. He 
is said to have married at Sandy, Bedfordshire, 20 Oct. 
1616, Agnes or Ann Langley, supposed to have been a 
cousin of John Spencer of Newbury; however, a note in 
the New England Hist. and Gen. Register (90:92, Jan. 
1936] by Winifred Lovering Holman states that this date 
is incorrect. According to the Registers of St. Swith- 
ints at Sandy, abstracts of which were made by the rec- 
tor, Richard Inkersall married Agnes Langlye on 10 Oct. 
1611, and their first child, Alice, was baptized there 
21 Dec. 1612. 

The statement that Ann Langley was a cousin of John 
Spencer of Newbury seems also to be incorrect. The will 
of John Spencer, which mentions the said cousin, Ann 
Knight, was dated 1:6m:1637, and Ann (Langley) Inger- 
soll's husband Richard died after July 2l, l » the 
date of his will, so Ann could not have married John 
Knight until some time after that date. 

The will of Richard Ingersoll [Essex Institute Hist. 
Coll., 45:186-7; Essex Antiquarian, 2:29-30] reads: 

"I, Richard Ingersoll of Salem in the County of Es- 
sex, in New England, being weake in body, but through 
God's mercy in perfect memory, doe make this my last 
will and testament as followeth, viz 

"I give to Ann my wife all my estate of land, goods 
& chattels whatsoever except as followeth, viz- 

"I give to George Ingersoll my son six acres lying 
in the great meadow. 

"Item I give to Nathaniel Ingersoll, my youngest son 
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a parcell of ground, (with 'a little frame' thereon), 
which I bought of John Please?], but if the said Nathan- 
iel dy without issue of his body lawfully begotten, then 
the land aforesaid to be equally shared between John 
Ingersoll my son, & Richard Pettingell & William Haines 
my sons in law. 

"I give to Bathsheba my youngest daughter two cowes. 

"I give to my daughter Alice Walcott my house at town 
with ten acres of upland and meadow after my wife's de- 
cease. his 

"Witnes R x I 

Townsend Bishop mark 

"I read this will to Richard Ingersoll &« he acknow- 
ledged it to be his will. Jo. Endecott 

"Proved in court upon oath 2 Jan. 1644/5." 

An article by Sidney Perley on "Center of Salem Vil- 
lage in 1700" [Essex Institute Hist. Coll., vol. 54] 
gives enlightening information on the various properties 
owned by Richard Ingersoll. The deeds cited by Mr. Per- 
ley are of great importance, and we follow his account 
closely. 

Pages 228-30. Estate of Jonathan Walcott House. 

This lot belonged to Richard Ingersoll, who died in 
1644, having devised it to his son Nathaniel Ingersoll. 
Nathaniel Ingersoll of Salem and his wife Hannah con- 
veyed to Jonathan Wallcut of Salem that part of the lot 
lying northerly of the dashes July 1, 1669 [Essex Regis- 
try of Deeds, 7:57] and that part of the lot lying 
southerly of the dashes Nov. 24, 1685 [ibid., 7:57]. 
Capt. Walcott died Dec. 16, 1699, having devised "my 
now mantion house," barn and land belonging thereunto to 
his wife Deliverance for her life, and at her death the 
absolute estate to be to his four youngest sons, Thomas, 
William, Ebenezer and Benjamin. The last three named 
sons agreed to support the widow, and with her consent 
they made a division of the estate among themselves, 
Feb. 24, 1722, the house, barn and land adjoining them 
being assigned to Ebenezer Walcott [ibid., 07164). Eb- 
enezer Walcott of Reading, planter, for £170, conveyed 
the house, barn and land to his brother Benjamin Walcot 
of Salem, blacksmith, Apr. 29, 1723 [ibid., 41:16]. 
Benjamin Walcott removed to Boston, where he continued 
his business of a blacksmith, and, for £210, conveyed 
the land and buildings to Ebenezer Hutchinson of Salem, 
yeoman, June 6, 1726 [ibid., 47:166]. 

For £40, Mr. Hutchinson conveyed to Samuel Ingersoll 
of Marblehead, cooper, the dweiling house, barn and land 
under and adjoining the same, May 29, 1726 Libid., 51: 
86]. Mary Cox and Ruth Fowles, widows, both of Salem, 
John Ingersoll of Lynn, husbandman, Elizabeth Knights, 
widow, John Ingersoll and Richard Ingersoll, mariners, 
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and Daniel Cresey, cordwainer, and wife Sarah, Ruth Hib- 
bert, widow, and Sarah Ropes, widow, all of Salem, des- 
cendants of and heirs of John Ingersoll, formerly of Sa- 
lem, yeoman, deceased; Mathew Fettingal of Salisbury, 
husbandman, Nicholas Jackman, husbandman, and wife Abi- 
gail, Daniel Lunt, husbandman, and wife Mary, Hannah 
Fettingal, guardian of Benjamin Fettingal and Humphrey 
Pettingal, minors, and Samuel Pettingall, husbandnian, 
all of Newbury, descendants and heirs of Richard FPettin- 
gall, formerly of Newbury, yeoman, deceased; Thomas 
Haines of Haverhill, husbandman, Moses Aborn of Salem, 
husbandman, and George Flint of Salem, husbandman, and 
wife Sarah, descendants and heirs of William Haines, 
formerly of Salem, yeoman; for £190, conveyed to Samuel 
Ingersoll, sr., of Marblehead, cooper, their interest 

in the premises, Feb. 3, 1728/9 [ibid., 63:197]. 

Mr. Ingersoll removed to Salem and pursued his trade 
of a cooper. He conveyed one sixth of the estate to 
Thomas Haynes of Haverhill, husbandman, and his brothers 
and sisters, Jonathan Haynes and Joseph Haynes, now at 
Canada, William Corbet of Lebanon, Conn., and wife Sa- 
rah, John Heath of Norwich, Conn., and wife Hannah, 
Thomas Kingsbery of Windham, Conn., and wife Margaret, 
John Preston of Windham, Conn., and wife Mary, John 
Corlis of Haverhill, and wife Ruth, to the heirs of Ja- 
cob Warren and wife Abigail, since deceased, and to 
Isaac Spalden of Plainfield, Conn., and wife Elizabeth; 
Sept. 17, 1731 [ibid., 59:59]. Benjamin Haynes of Sa- 
lem, Salem County in West New Jersey, weaver, for him- 
self and as attorney for Joseph Haynes, Jr., and Thomas 
Haynes, plantation men, and Daniel Haynes, carpenter, 
all of Maning town in said county, and Roger Hugings of 
Filsgrove, and wife Sarah, descendants of John Ingersoll, 
Richard Pettengell and William Haynes, conveyed the es- 
tate to Samuel Ingersoll of Salem, cooper, Nov. 16, 1731 
[ibid., 59:269]. George Flint of Salem, husbandman, 
and wife Sarah (daughter of Sarah Haines, who was daugh- 
ter of William Haynes, who was son-in-law of Richard 
Ingersoll formerly of Salem, deceased), conveyed to Sam- 
uel Ingersoll of Salem their interest in this lot and 
buildings thereon, July 11, 1733 [ibid., 63:187]. 

Mr. Ingersoll conveyed the buildings and land to Eb-= 
enezer Hawks of Marblehead and Samuel Pope of Salem, 
blacksmiths, Oct. 22, 1735 [ibid., 68:225], and these 
grantees conveyed the same estate to William Hutchinson 
of Salem, husbandman, and wife Joanna, Mar. 23, 1735 
[ibid., 71:79]. The house was probably gone soon after- 
ward. 

Page 230. Nathaniel Ingersoll House. This lot of 
land was part of the tract granted by the town of Salem 
to Francis Weston. John Pease conveyed this part of it, 
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with a house thereon, to Richard Ingersoll, June 13, 
164) [ibid., 1:1]. Mr. Ingersoll had already moved in- 
to the house, which was still unfinished, and died 
there in that year, having in his will devised the land 
and "a little frame" thereon, to his son Nathaniel In- 
gersoll. Capt Ingersoll finished the house and lived 
in it. Nathaniel Ingersoll of Salem Village, husband- 
man, and his wife Hannah, "for love for the public wor- 
ship of Cod, and encouragement of their pastor," Rev. 
Samuel Parris, "who hath lately taken that office a- 
mongst them," conveyed to him and his wife Elizabeth 
for their joint lives that part of the lot lying between 
the dashes, Jan. 2, 1689 [ibid., 9:71]; and Mr. Parris, 
for £18, reconveyed it to Mr. Ingersoll, Aug. --, 1697 
[ibid., 14:172]. 

Deacon Ingersoll died Jan. 27, 1718/19, having de- 
vised the income of his estate to his wife Hannah dur- 
ing her life, and subject to her life estate, he de- 
vised to "Benjamin Hutchinson (my adopted son) who was 
very dutyfull to me while he lived with me & helpful to 
me since he has gone from me," all his real estate ex- 
cept two acres at the western end of this lot, "whh I 
give to the inhabitants of Salem Village for a training 
place forever." 

Benjamin Hutchinson and Nathaniel Hutchinson, both 
of Salem, husbandmen, conveyed to Samuel Ingersoll of 
Salem, cooper, that part of the lot lying easterly of 
the dashes, with "an old dwelling house standing there- 
on," Sept. 17, 1731 (ibid, 5O:31). But as Nathaniel 
Ingersoll died leaving no issue, releases from his 
heirs-at-law were secured. Samuel Ingersoll of Salem, 
cooper, released his one fifth interest in the old 
house, barn and homestead land to Thomas Haynes of Ha- 
verhill, husbandman, Jonathan Haynes and Joseph Haynes, 
"now at Canada," William Corbet of Lebanon, Conn., and 
wife Sarah, John Heath of Norwich, Conn., and wife Han- 
nah, Thomas Kingsberry of Windham, Conn., and wife Mar- 
garet, John Preston of Windham, Conn., and wife Mary, 
John Corlis of Haverhill and wife Ruth, heirs of Jacob 
Warren and wife Abigail now deceased, Isaac Spalden and 
wife Elizabeth of Plainfield, Conn., all brothers and 
sisters of said.Thomas Haynes, Sept. 17, 1731 [ibid., 
59:59]. Benjamin Haynes of Salem, Salem County, in West 
New Jersey, weaver, for himself and as attorney of Jo- 
seph Haynes, Jr., and Thomas Haynes, plantation men, 
and Daniel Haynes, carpenter, all of Maning town in said 
county, and Roger Hugings of Pilsgrove and wife Sarah 
release their interests in this homestead to Samuel In- 
gersoll, Sr., of Salem, cooper, Nov. 6, 1731 [ibid., 59: 
269]. Sarah Ropes of Salem, widow, released her inter- 
est in the estate to Samuel Ingersoll, June 8, 1732 
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[ibid., 59:270]; and George Flint of Salem, husbandman, 
and wife Sarah (daughter of Sarah Haines who was daugh- 
ter of William Haynes who was son-in-law of Richard In- 
gersoll, formerly of Salem, deceased), released her in- 
terest, July 11, 1733 [ibid., 63:187]. Samuel Ingersoll 
conveyed the land and buildings to Ebenezer Hawks of 
Marblehead and Samuel Pope of Salem, blacksmiths, Oct. 
22, 1735 [ibid., 68:225]. Messrs. Hawks and Pope con- 
veyed the same to James Cross of Salem, mariner, Jan. 
31, 1736 [ibid., 71:277], and Mr. Cross removed the old 
house ard erected a new one in its stead before 1762. 

Pages 236-7. Thomas Haines House. This lot of land 
belonged to Richard Ingersoll, who died in 1644, having 
devised it to his wife Ann. She married secondly, John 
Knicht, Sr., and died in 1670. It came into the posses- 
sion of her daughter Sarah, who married first, William 
Haines, and second, Joseph Houlton. The last-named re- 
leased this lot to his step-son, Thomas Haines of Salem, 
Aug. 9, 1681 [ibid., 6:13]. Mr. Haines built a house 
upon this lot and became an innholder. He removed to 
Salem in West New Jersey and conveyed the house and land 
ee seus Allen of Salem, gunsmith, Mar. 23, 1703/4 [ibid., 
9532 

We have quoted Mr. Perley so extensively for the sake 
of the deeds cited in his account, which list so many of 
the Ingersoll descendants, including those in the line 
of William Haynes. Pope's Pioneers of Massachusetts 
p. 207, says of William Haines: husbandman, Salem, 1 ; 
admitted to church, 14:9m:1647; gave a letter of attor- 
ney, 25:9m:1647 to Thomas Haynes, merchant, London, for 
collection at Danes Halle, Bedfordshire; with Richard 
Haines of Salem sold their 2/3rds part of a farm in Sa- 
lem, 29:4m:1648. 

Salem Vital Records [1:416] give the baptism of Jone 
than and Sarah Haynes on 11l:\km:1648. Savage includes 
them in his list of the children of James Haynes. Their 
parentage is not stated in the church record. A Sara 
Haynes married at Salem [V.R. 3:457], 9:7m:1671, Moses 
Ebborn [Aborn]. Since she was definitely the daughter 
of William Haynes, and since the deeds in which chil- 
dren of Jonathan Haynes participated prove that Jonathan 
was son of William, it is a reasonable inference: that 
the 1648 baptism pertains to these two children of Wil- 
liam Haynes. 

The recorded children of Jonathan Haynes were: 


Mary dau. Jonathan, b. Newbury Nov. 14, 1675 
Mary " " b. ad Oct. 2, 1677 
Thomas son " b. " May 1h, 1680 
Jonathan son " = " Sevt. 3, 168) 
Mary dau. " & Sarah (Moulton) b. Haverhill Mar. 3,1686/7 
Joseph son " b. " Aug. 1689 
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Ruth dau. Jonathan & Sarah (Moulton) b. Haverhill Feb. 10, 
1691/2 

Abigail dau. of same b. Haverhill Mar. 10, 1694/5 

Elizabeth dau. of same 0b. " Mar. 22, 1696/7 


And these marriages are recorded at Haverhill: 


Hannah Haines and John Heath, Dec. 16, 1697. 

Sarah " " Thos. Kingsbery, Sr., Jan. 19, 1702/3. 
Thomas sd Hannah Harriman, Dec. 22, 1703. 
Margaret " Thomas Kingsbery, Jr., Nov. 25, 1706. 
Ruth a John Corlis before 1712. 


From the foregoing records it is evident that Jona- 
than and Sarah had additional unrecorded children (Ian- 
nah, Margaret and Sarah), unless a mistake in a name was 
made in recording. 

Certain Early Ancestors, by Cora Elizabeth Hahn Smith 


(1943), p- states that John Heath was b. Haverhill 
Mar. 29, 1676, son of Josiah and Mary (Davis) Heath, and 
m. Hannah Haines, daughter of Jonathan and Sarah (Moul- 
ton) Haines, and lived at Haverhill and Norwich, Conn. 

A Preston article by John R. Totten in the New York 
Gen. and Biog. Record {52:329-311 gives John Preston, 
son of Samuel and Susannah (Gutterson) Preston, b. Ando- 
ver, Mass., May 1, 1685, d. Windham, Conn., July 26, 
1733, me Andover, Mass., Jan. 10, 1706/7, Mary Haynes of 
Haverhill, b. Mar. 3, 1087, living 1738. 

"QA Pendulous Edition of Kingsbury Genealogy," com- 
piled by Jos. Addison Kingsbury (1901), gives (ps. 19, 
27) Thomas son of Henry and Susannah ( ) Kingsbury, 
b. » m. (1) June 29, 1691, widow Deborah (Corliss) 
Eastman; (2) Jan. 19, 1702/3, Sarah Haines. He was 
granted land in Plainfield, Conn., in 1707, and d. there 
in 1720. His widow m. William Corbett of Lebanon,Conn. 

The same authority (ps. 27, 38) gives Thomas son of 
Samuel and Huldah (Corliss) Kingsbury, b. Oct. 29, 1681 
(Haverhill V.R.), m. there Nov. 25, 1706, Margaret 
Haines, b. Mar. 16, 1686, d. Feb. 10, 1753, in 7lst year 
of her age (g.s. record). The genealogy gives his death 
as Nov. 13, 1767, but g.s. record says Apr. 20, 1751, in 
70th year. If Margaret was 70 years old at the time of 
her death, then she was not born in 1686, but in 1682-3 
and her birth fits in between Thomas and Jonathan. 

Abstracts of the wills of some of the descendants of 
Thomas Haynes, who settled in Salem County, N.J., can be 
found in New Jersey Archives, early volumes of wills. 

From the preceding records, it seems definitely es- 
tablished that Jonathan Haynes of Newbury and Haverhill, 
Sarah wife of Moses Aborn, and Thomas Haynes of ‘est New 
Jersey, were the children of William Haynes and his wife, 
Sarah Ingersoll. 
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HE VOGE PAFERS ON THE BARTON AND LAW FAVILIES 


By George E. McCracken, Ph.D., F.A.A.R., of Des Moines, Iowa 


Following the death in 1945 of Adolph Law Voge, of 
White Plains, N. Y., and Washington, D. C., his exten- 
sive collections of data on the Barton and Law families 
were deposited, at the suggestion of Mr. Roderick Bis- 
sell Jones, in the Manuscripts Division of the Library 
of Converess. Mr. Voge was himself descended from both 
families through the paternal grandparents of his mothe, 
the Rev. Joseph Law of Ulster County and his wife Polly 
Barton of Orange County. 

Whether any of the Law material has been published, 

I do not know. Some of the Barton material appeared, 
first, in an appendix, quite inconclusive, on the Eng- 
lish ancestry of Roger! Barton (ca. 1628—ca. 1688) of 
Brookhaven, Rye and Fordham, N. Y., contributed to the 
late Dr. Joshua Lindley Barton's splendid study_of the 
descendants of (Caleb3, Josephe, Roger! ) Barton 
(1754-1817) which appeared in The New York Gen. and Biog. 
Record, vol. 60 (1929), pp. 40 f., and perhaps in the 
introductcry page to the same article [ibid., 59:239]. 
Secondly, an address delivered in 1937 by Mr. Voge at 
the orcanization meeting of a still-born Barton family 
association has since then been available in a mimeo- 
graphed form in most of the more important genealogical 
collections under the title of "Roger Barton's Kinsmen." 
Finally, Mr. Voge contributed a good part of the materi- 
al in the earlier pages of a book with the same title 
which was published in 1940 by Mrs. Margaret Alberta 
Barton McLean, of Magundy, York County, New Brunswick. 
None of these accounts is very full and the statements 
in each are open to very serious question. 

Research undertaken by me independently of the Voge 
Papers in the winter of 1949-50 provided the necessary 
background, as well as the corrective, for a thorough 
examination of that part of the Voge Papers pertaining 
to the Bartons which I was able to make during the sum- 
mer of 1950. Everything which I found sound in Mr. 
Voge's work has been copied, and much that seems dubi- 
ous as well, and this has now been amalgamated with my 
own data to form the basis for a genealogy of the des- 
cendants of Rogerl Barton which now runs to more than 
3000 placed names. The information is particularly val- 
uable because of the frequency in which descendants of 
female lines are represented, among them the most volun- 
inous being the Edsall and Huested lines. 

It is my present intention to publish much of this 
material in a series of articles and to deposit the 
whole in cne or more prominent genealogical libraries 
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at some future date. Meanwhile, I should be very glad 
to correspond with persons who desire to establish their 
own lines of descent from Rogerl Barton or who may be 
able to make contributions of any extent to the material 
now collected, in both instances without payment. 

No examination was made of the Law family nor of the 
Rufusl Barton family, the latter being, as I believe, 
not at all related to that of Rogerl Barton. Mr. Voge's 
tracing of the Rufus lines would form a good start for 
anyone else interested in verifying his statements for 
publication. The caution with which even an experienced 
genealogist should approach the Voge Papers cannot, how- 
ever, be too greatly emphasized. Their chief value lies 
in the very extensive lists of families which Mr. Voge 
obtained by correspondence and conference with living 
representatives of the families between 1920 and 1945. 


RUFUS BARTON, NUT ROGER, IN MANHATTAN 1642 


By George E, McCracken, Ph.D., F.A.A.R. 
Drake University, Des Moines, Iowa 


The late E. B. O'Callaghan, to whom New York genealo- 
gists owe so much, was the first, so far as I am aware, 
to mention in print the extant lease dated 14 August 
1642 whereby the Rev. Everardus Bogardus, husband of 
the famous Anneke Jans, rented her Manhattan farm to 
one Roger Barton [New York Colonial Manuscripts, 2:26]. 
The existence of this lease has caused students of Roger 
Barton's career considerable difficulty. Roger himself 
must be presumed to have been, on the basis of the evi- 
dence presented by the lease, of age when he signed it, 
and therefore to have been born at least as early as 
1621, but, on the other hand, he testified under oath 
at Westchester |Westchester County Deeds, A:269, now at 
White Plains] that he was then aged sixty or thereabouts 
which, if correct, would put his birth about 1628. 

Moreover, following the lease of 16042, there is com- 
plete silence in extant colonial records of all the 
colonies concerning Roger Barton until he reappears on 
23 October 1062 as an inhabitant of the town of Brook- 
haven, Long Island [Town Records, p. 127]. To explain 
this strange silence, the late Adolph Law Voge erected 
an elaborate theory which he expounded in his lecture 
of 1937. Roger Barton was, so Mr. Voge thought, pre- 
sumably born in England but came to America by way of 
the Netherlands where he acquired a knowledge of the 
Durch language sufficient for life in New Netherland, 
but, being.of the ruritan persuasion, he returned to 
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England after the rise of Cromwell, and remained there 
during the Commonwealth, after which, upon the Restora- 
tion, he returned to America. 

There is in the Voge Papers a note in Mr. Voge's hand 
to the effect that he had personally seen the original 
lease in Albany. Not satisfied, however, with this sec- 
ond-hand information on so crucial a point, I obtained 
a photostat of the original document now preserved in 
the New York State Library at Albany. We are here deal- 
ing, not with an official public transcription made by 
a contemporary scribe, but with the actual paper signed 
by the contracting parties. It is, except for the two 
signatures, in the handwriting of Cornelis van Tienh[ov- 
en] secr., who signed "In kennisse van my," i.e. "to my 
knowledge." 

The signature of Barton shows that the first name of 
the tenant of Anneke Jans was not Roger but Rufus, who 
was a fine master of the art of penmanship. Van Tien- 
hoven's text of the lease twice spells the name as Ruf- 
fus Barten," thereby confirming the identity of the ten- 
ant.. Not trusting my own reading of the Dutch text, I 
submitted the photostat of the lease to lir. William J. 
Hoffman who kindly confirms my conclusions and tran- 
scribes the term of the lease as "vijer achtereenvol- 
gende jaeren p° [primo] Sept. [1642] eyndigende p®° [pri- 
mo] Sept. [1646]," that is for a period of four consecw 
tive years beginning 1 September 1642. The lease is, 
therefore, no evidence of the presence of Roger Barton 
on Manhattan in 1642, but does place Ryfus Barton there 
as late as that year. 

The Magazine of American Genealogy, 19:201, states 
without documentation that Roger Barton is thought to 
have been a brother of Rufus Barton, a Quaker. On Ru- 
fus we have the benefit of a characteristic note from 
the concise pen of the masterly James Savage {Genealogi- 
cal Dictionary of New England, 1:134] under "Barton”™: 


Rufus, Providence, had fled from persecut. by the Dutch at Man- 
hattan, and sat down 1640, at Portsmouth, 8.I. In Winth. II 323 
is a let. from him to the Gov. in 1648, and a few mos. after he d. 
in such a manner, as caus. one to be charg. with his murder, but 
without convict. By the town council of P. as Judge Brayton as- 
sures me, a sort of distrib. as testamenta. of his est. was made 
20 Mar. 1666 to the ch. Eliz. Benjamin who was then unter 21 yrs. 
of age and Phebe, with wid. Margaret, who m. Walter Todd. Phebe 
m. 23 May 1671, Richard Codner of Swanzey. 


Savage was obviously in error as to the date of removal 
to Rhode Island, for Rufus was still on friendly terms 
with the Dutch in 1642 and he may have stayed out his 
lease and not have migrated until 1646. If Rufus was a 
Friend, there is reason on this account to doubt the 
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alleged relationship with Roger Barton, for while there 
is no positive evidence of the religious beliefs of 
Roger beyond the presumption that he was a Puritan or 
married one, the religious affiliations of such of his 
sons as are known, e.g. Roger, Noah, and Joseph, were 
with the Anglican Church, the first two being vestrymen 
of St. Paul's, Zastchester, and the last of the church 
at Rye, though he did, late in life, become a rresbyter- 
idan in Crum Elbow Frecinct, Dutchess County. No known 
descendant of Roger Barton was a Friend until Caleb}, 
son of Joseph®, married one [see New York Gen. ana Biog. 
Record, 59:239], and even he apparently never joined 
the Society, for he was a Revolutionary soldier. 


BANTON BARATA 


The contributor of the article, "Brid;et (Palmer) 
Barton of \iestchester County" [ante, 20:209-10] desires 
to make the corrections; 

(1) Letters of administration in the estate of Roger@ 
Barton were granted 13 Jan. 1715/16, not 1716/17. The 
error was Pelletreau's and the correction I owe to the 
Voge Papers, based on Voge's autopsy. 

(2) Elisha3 Barton married the granddaughter, not the 
daughter of Edward Griffin, anc she was the granddaugh- 
ter mentioned in Griffin's will cited. Mr. Voge iden- 
tified her as daughter of Benjamin Disbrow and wife Mary 
Griffin, daughter of Hdward. Mr. Jacobus suggests that 
she may have been daughter, rather, of Edward Griffin, 
Jr., son of Edward Sr., the testator cited, pointing 
out that the testator cut off his daughter Mary Disbrow 
with but five shillings and failed to give anything to 
any of her Disbrow sons, even to her son who bore the 
name Griffin Disbrow; that the aged Edward Griffin en- 
feoffed his granddaughter Mary and her husband Elisha 
Barton with land that had formerly belonged to the de- 
ceased "Ecward Griffin ye younger"; and finally that 
Mary (Griffin) Disbrow in 1737 forfeited a bond to Eli- 
sha Barton. While these considerations have some weight, 
it must be noted that Mary and Elisha Barton named their 
first-born Benjamin, also mentioned in the will of his 
great-grandfather, a circumstance which is in harmony 
with the conclusion that the said Benjamin's mother 
Mary was the daughter of Benjamin and Mary (Griffin) 
Disbrow. Further evidence, leading to a positive con- 
clusion, will be welcomed. 

(3) Meram Fowler was the daughter, not the wife, of 
Moses Fowler. 
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HEZEKIAH LUTHER AND HIS TWO WIVES 


Rv Mrs. John E. Barclay, of “hitman, Wass. 


Various statements have appeared in print to the ef- 
fect that Elizabeth, first wife of Hezekiah@ Luther, 
was a Butterworth, giving as evicence quotations from 
Hezekiah's will or power of attorney. Others have said 
that it was the second wife Sarah who was a Butterworth 
and still others that both wives were named Butterworth. 

One of these articles appeared as a query in the 
Boston Transcript's genealogical section, July 6, 1940, 
under the initials E.J.K., purporting to quote from 
Hezekiah's will (and I quote the pertinent part) as fol- 
lows: "the reason Nathaniel (his son) 'hath not so 
much to receive of ye sd sums as his brother and sisters 
is that his grandfather Butterworth gave him a piece of 
land which was valued at 15 pounds.' This would lead 
one to think :lizabeth to be a Butterworth, and if so, 
who was her father?" 

Another of these articles is more recent and appears 
in the Luther Family Bulletin for 1950. it quotes from 
Hezekiah's power of attorney, but fails to uncerstand 
its true significance and thus errs in its conclusions. 

First, let us examine the will of Hezekiah¢ Luther 
(Bristol County Frobate, Taunton, 4:200], dated 
1723, probated Aug. 5, 1/723. After payment of funeral 
charges and just debts, he bequeaths to son idward "my 
great Bible.....to son Hezekiah, my Indian slave called 
Sarah ana 1 constitute him my hole and sole executor of 
this my last will ana testament anc my will is that my 
sd executor shall have all my estate not willed for the 
maintenance of my son Joseph so long as my son Joseph 
liveth ana after his death what of sd estate remains 
not spent on sd Joseph shall be divided between my sd 
son Hezekiah and my two daughters Elizabeth Kinnicut 
and Hannah Winslow and my will is that my Indian slave 
shall live with and tend my son Joseph so long as he 
liveth and I do hereby revoke....all and every other 
former wills, legacies," etc. 

It will be seen that the will contains no reference 
whatsoever to son Nathaniel nor a grandfather Butter- 
worth, and thus there is no foundation for the item in 
the Transcript article. Before considering the power 
of attorney, it will aid the reader's understanding to 
set forth briefly the known data on Hezekiah@ Luther 
and his children. 

Hezekiah¢ Luther was born about 1640, but no record 
of birth has been found. According to the History of 
Swansea by Otis Olney Wright, p. 173, he was 53 years 
of age when he died, and both he and his brother Samuel 
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are buried in Kickemuit Cemetery in what is now Warren, 
R. I. Hezekiah died July 28, 1723 (Swansea, Mass., V. 
R.). He married first, in Dorchester, Mass. Elizabeth, 
30th ye llth 1661, by Capt. Clap (Dorchester V.R.). The 
last name is missing from this record. They lived fora 
short while in Milton, Mass. No record of Elizabeth's 
death has been found, but she probably died soon after 
birth of the second child, between 1664 and 1668. He 
married second, Sarah, about 1668, no record found. Her 
parentage also is unknown and it is not known whether 
they were married in the vicinity of Dorchester and Mil- 
ton, or of Rehoboth and Swansea. Hezekiah removed to 
Rehoboth about 1668-9, his elder brother Samuel having 
previously located there. Sarah died Aug. 25, 1722 
(Swansea V.R.). Children by first wife: 


i. John3, b. abt. 1663 (no record found), crobably in Dor- 
chester, Mass.; d.' Avr. 1h, 1697 ae. 3h (Swansea V.R.); 
m. Jan. 25, 1687/8, Hopestill Butterworth, dau. of 
John. Children: 
1. John4, b. Aug. 10, 1690 (Swansea V.R.). 
2. Nathaniel, b. Apr. 17, 1692 (Swansea V.R.). 
3. Job, b. Dec. 3, 169 (Swansea V.R.). 
l. Patience, b. Jan. 8, 1697 (Swansea V.R.). 
ii. Nathaniel, b. Aug. 25, 1665 (Milton V.R.); 4. Apr. 12, 
1719; m. June 28, 1693, Ruth Cole (Swansea V.R.). 


Children by second wife: 


iii. Joseph, b. Feb. 12, 1669 (Swansea V.2.); unmarried and 
unable to care for himself according to father's will; 
no recor? of ceath. 

iv. Elizabeth, b. Dec. 29, 1671 (Swansea V.R.); m. John Kirn 
nicut. 
v. Edward, b. Aor. 27, 16743; m. (1) Sarah Collander, (2) 
Elizabeth Mason. 
vi. Hezekiah, b. Aus. 27,,1676; m. Martha Gardner. 
vii. Hannah, b. 3; m. Richard Winslow. 


The will of Hezekiah Luther makes no mention of his 
two sons by the first wife, John and Nathanfel’. How- 
ever, there are deeds [Bristol County] which show that 
these sons had been provided for at the time of their 
marriages and later. 

It will be seen from the above that John? Luther 
died several years before his father, when only 3 years 
of age according to his death record, leaving four lit- 
tle children under the age of seven. It is important 
in this analysis to keep in mind the fact that John mar- 
ried Hopestill Butterworth and that he too had a son 
Nathaniel*. According to Bristol County Probate Records 
he left no will and there was no administration on his 
estate. There is, however, a Power of Attorney con- 
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cerning his children given by his father Hezekiah® Lu- 
ther which, although correctly quoted, has been very 
much misunderstood and misinterpreted. \hen understood 
in its true light, it settles once for all the Luther- 
Butterworth question. 

Dated Aug. 1, 1708: “Know all men by these presents: 
that I Hezekiah Luther of Swansea in ye County of Bris- 
tol in her Majesties Frovince of Massachusetts Bay in 
New England, carpenter....constitute my trusty and well 
beloved friend Joseph Butterworth and my son Nathaniel 
Luther, both of ye town and county aforesd, my true and 
lawful attorneys for me and in my stead and name and to 
my use and behoof to ask recover and receive of my son 
Edward Luther of the town and county aforesd carpenter 
a sum of money belonging to my four grandchildren ye 
children of my eldest son, John Luther and the sd sum 
is 90 pounds at ye 15 pennyweight to be paid to sd chil- 
dren when they shall come to be at lawful age if capable 
to improve same. The sd sum is due from sd Edward Lu- 
ther by bond dated August 1, 1708 and I ye sd Hezekiah 
Luther signify and give my reason why Nathaniel Luther 
hath not so much to receive as his brother and sister 
is because his grandfather Butterworth gave him a piece 
of land which was valued at 15 pounds," etc. 

If we bear in mind that this Power of Attorney was 
given solely and wholly for the benefit and protection 
of Hezekiah's four grandchildren, the minor children of 
his deceased son John, then we can see the true meaning 
of the provision that Nathaniel Luther was not to re- 
ceive as much as his brother and sister because his 
grandfather Butterworth had given him land valued at 
£15. This does not rofer to Hezekiah's son Nathaniel 
but to his grandson Nathaniel4, son of John} deceased 
and Hopestill Butterworth. It will also be noticed that 
in this Power of Attorney the paternal grandfather, Hez- 
ekiah Luther, gives double protection by naming Joseph 
Butterworth, maternal uncle of the children, as well as 
Nathaniel Luther, their paternal uncle, to collect the 
sum due to them by bond of Edward Luther, who was only 
their half-uncle. 

Further proof of this interpretation is afforded by 
the fact that no deed has come to light in which a 
grandfather Butterworth gave land to Nathaniel? Luther, 
son of Hezekiah. There is, however, a deed [Bristol 
County Deeds, 5:365] in which John Butterworth of Swan- 
sea "confirms a parcel of land unto my grandson Nathan- 
iel Luther, son of John Luther deceased and Hopestill 
(my daughter) his wife now widow," 14 Sept. 1697. John 
Butterworth personally appeared before the Judge June 
2, 1708, and acknowledged this deed, which was recorded 
June 9, 1708. These dates are important and, taken in- 
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to consideration with the date of the Power of Attorney, 
are further proof that it was the grandson Nathaniel who 
was meant. Another item which may have some bearing on 
this is the death of the grandfather John Butterworth at 


Bristol, R.I., between June 2, 1708 (date he acknowledg- 


ed the deed) and Sept. 1, 1708, 


when the inventory of 


his estate was taken [Taunton Probate, 2:217]. 
It will be seen from the above that there is no foun- 
dation for the suppositions and theories that either 


wife of Hezekiah Luth 


er was a Butterworth, and there- 


fore we must search elsewhere for their parentage. 


DIRECTORIES IN TH= LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 


By Philip Mack Smith, B.A., of Washineton, .C. 


An article under the above title was published ante, 


Vol. 13, pp. 46-53. 
rectories transferred 
Congress, supplements 


Albany, N.Y. 
Baltimore, Md. 
Boston, Mass. 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 
Charleston, S.C. 
Chicago, Ill. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
Cleveland, Ohio 
Dayton, Ohio 
Denver, Colo. 
Detroit, Mich. 
Galveston, Texas 
Harrisburg, Fa. 
Hartford, Conn. 
Morrisania, N.Y. 
New Bedford, Mass. 
New York, N.Y. 


Norfolk, Va. 
Philadelphia, Fa. 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Portland, Maine 
Froviderce, R.I. 
Sacramento, Calif. 
San Francisco, Calif. 
Schenectady, N.Y. 
Washington, D.C. 


Worcester, Mass. 


The present list of early city di- 


to the Rare Book Room, Library of 


the former list. 


1815. 
1810, 
1796, 
1829, 
184.0, 


1825. 
1845, 


1871. 


1813, 
1802, 
1789, 
1825, 
1803, 
184i. 
1819, 
1837, 
1850. 
1866, 


1819, 1822. 
1807. 
1842. 


1811 
1798, 
1841, 
1841. 


1846. 


1806, 1807. 
1785-1811. 
1815. 

1831. 


1856-1858, 1866-1871, 1879, 1888. 
1850, 1852, 1853. 

1841/2. 

1822 1827- =1830, 1834, 1841, 
1846, 

1829. 


1843, 
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1868/9. 
1843. 
; 1838, 1839, 1840. 
1853, 1854. 
; 178 ? 1789, 1797; 1798, 1800-1815, 


WAS "JOHN CONCKLIN" JAN LE CONSELYEA? 


By Cora Schmidt (née Conklin), of Poughkeensie, N. Y. 


The purpose of this article is to place on the record 
a striking possibility together with the substance of 
the evidence in its favor. This possibility is that an 
error regarding one of our early settlers has built up 
over the past two hundred years and bids fair to be per- 
manently perpetuated. I must emphasize that I have nei- 
ther established its factuality nor found any serious 
bar to it. On the other hand, there is so much to be 
said in its favor that I cannot let the mass of evidence 
collected by me rest unpublished so long as the chance 
exists that others interested might, by comparison with 
their own findings, be able to establish it as a fact. 

Briefly, here is the case for the iaentification of 
John "Concklin" of Flushing and Rye with John "Consel- 
yea" sometime of Bushwick. 

1. John Concklin, whose identity rests solely on his 
record of purchase and sale of land in Rye, and who 
signed those papers by his mark, is now definitely ex- 
cluded from the list of descendants of Jchn and Ananias 
Conckelyne who came to this country about 1638 and set- 
tled in Eastern Long Island some twelve years later. 

The mass of the evidence assures that he was chronologi- 
cally on a level with the second generation of this fam- 
ily, and was not a son of either John or Ananias. That 
some relationship might be found abroad antedating emi- 
gration remains a possibility, but not one, so far, 
backed by any evidence. 

2. As he was obviously not literate, there is no 
reason for supposing that he was in any position to hand 
down an cuthoritative version of his name. 

3. By the time he first arrived on the scene in 
1665, the earlier Conckelynes were present in consider- 
able numbers in eastern Long Island, and their name must 
have been known over a wide area, thus establishing a 
familiar pattern to which a strange name similar in 
sound misht be forced to conform thrcugh the misunder- 
starding of the hearers. 

4. Only a bare twenty percent of the population 
here and abroad was able to read and write as late as 
the time of our Revolution. Sy 1840 the percentage had 
increased only to forty percent. 

S. kHastern Long Island, under the English jurisdic- 
tion of Connecticut and settled only exclusively by Eng- 
lishmen, was to all intents and purposes a foreign and 
potentially hostile country in its relationship to New 
Amsterdam and the western tip of Long Island, which 
were under Dutch jurisdiction and populated by Dutch, 
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English, French, Walloon, and probably a score of other 
nationalities. 

6. Flushing, recognized sometime home of John "Conck- 
lin," was on the boundary between these two spheres, and 
furnished a number of settlers to nearby Rye in Connec- 
ticut. Although predominantly English in population, it 
was in bad odor with the English authorities because of 
its marked Quaker tendencies. It was thus not a typical . 
English settlenient. 

7. Bushwick, recognized as a home of John Conselyea, 
was approximately five miles west of Flushing and readi- 
ly accessible to it by water. 

8. John Conselyea, although a freeholder at Bushwick 
by 1687, and a signer of the oath of allegiance there 
the same year, is not listed on the tax-lists in 1676 or 
1683 anywhere in Long Island or New York as published. 

9. John Conselyea could not read or write. He wit- 
nessed a will at Flushing in 1678 by his mark. (Again, 
pt Flushing is definitely a John "Concklin" lo- 
cus. 

10. John Concklin's first appearance on the reccrds 
occurs in 1665 when he purchased the property at Rye. 
John Conselyea disappears from the record from the first 
of April 1603, when he joined the New York Dutch church, 
until 1677 when he had a child baptized at the same 
church. This same period is a blank for John Concklin 
except for his sale of the Rye property in 1676. There- 
after we find several references to Conselyea, but none 
for Concklin except for a final signing of the Rye 
transfer papers at Stamford in 1678. 

11. The ship which brought Conselyea here in 1663 
had as passengers Nicholas Dupuy and his wife, and Jan 
Bocholte (Buckhout) and his wife and five children. 
Matthias Buckhout was subsequently the father of Engelt- 
je who married (1695) John Concklin's son, Leliverance. 
He was one of the five mentioned pee, of Jan _Boch- 
olte. John Concklin's grandson, John3 (Nicholas@) mar- 
ried Geertje Dupuy. She was not descended from Nicho- 
las Dupuy but obviously related. Her grandfather Fran- 
gois Dupuy was a member of the Bushwick militia in 
1663. This Francois had a son, Nicholas, baptized at 
New York in 1686, and Jean Conselyea's fellow-passenger 
Nicholas Dupuy stood sponsor. The great-grandmother of 
the wife of Lewis3 (John¢, Johnl) Concklin was likewise 
@ passenger on this voyage, as one of the four children 
"all over twenty" of Isaac Fernelje (Vermilyea). 

12. The earliest recognizable reference on the rec- 
ords to a child of John Concklin is found at the New 
York Dutch Church in 1692 when his daughter, Catharine, 
is mentioned as "Catharina Cantly." The second refer- 
ence in the same records is to "Delivery Stantel}" in 
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1695. The third reference calls this individual Deliv- 
erance Cancklin, properly transferring the final sibi- 

lant to the first name from which it had been detached 

in the first reference, anc ending; the name with an 'n! 
for the first time. Was its original omission an aber- 
ration of hearing on the part of the recorcer? Remem- 

ber, we are dealing with a preeminently oral society. 

For light on this question, let us turn to the rec- 
ords of the Sleepy Hollow Church at Tarrytown, where 
the descendants of John "Concklin" of Rye are found in 
their highest concentration. 

In 1744 Dominie Ritzema from New York City took over 
his pastoral function there. From 1744 on, we find the 
"Concklins" almost all, but not entirely, manifesting a 
final nasal ('n' or 'ng' or 'ngh') in the spelling of 
the name. However, the Concklins were present on the 
records here long prior to the adcvent of Ritzema; pre- 
vious, in fact, to 1700. The striking fact is that out 
of all the references to them on the church books pre- 
vicus to 1744, not a single name is spelled with a na- 
sal ending of any sort. It is uniformly open. The 
spellings are bewilderingly varied. A complete presen- 
tation would require too much space. However, by break- 
ing the name into four component parts, and counting 
the frequency with which each part manifests a certain 
spelling, and then assembling the numerically most fre- 
quent spellings of these parts into one name, we come 
up with "Canckely" as the obvious phonetic rendition 
which its owners gave it in 116 references. Nowhere 
in all these earliest records is a closed ending in evi* 
dence! Nor was the recorder deaf to an ultimate 'n! in 
other names. Valenthin, Martlinghe (Marthinghe?), 
faithfully retain their nasals from first to last. If 
there was a fault anywhere, it must have been in the 
speaking of the name by the "Canckelies" themselves—a 
fault repeated one hundred and sixteen times! 

Nor is this peculiarity confined to the Tarrytown 
church. It may be observed in the early records at Tap- 
pan, Cortlandt, Kingston, Hackensack—in short, every- 
‘where this family puts in an early appearance. 

13. John Conselyea's recognized descendants remaired 
for many years in or near Kings County, and the name be- 
came ultimately Conselyea. What were the early versions 
of his name as reflected by contemporary recorcs? We 
have Jan or Jean; de, le or des; Conchilier, Canceleer, 
Conseille, Conseilles, Conseily, Conselje, Conseiller. 
Among his early descendants: Conceljea, Concelye, Coun- 
selyee, Consely, and Canselyea. Which does not exhaust 
the list of variations, but gives a fair sampling. 

With the above facts in mind, let us consider the 
following possibilities: 
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That the Concklin-so-called-descenaants of John of 
Rye were children of a first wife married shortly be- 
fore or after sailing by Jan de Conchilier—a wife who 
died previous to the baptism of Lysbeth, the child of 
Jan de Constilto [sic] and Fytie Schut in 16077. 

That the "Concklin" children left home after their 
father's remarriage, carrying a name which probably 
none knew how to spell into regions where it was not 
known, in a society which was shifting from Dutch to 
English. 

That the children of Fytie Schut, remaining in hings 
County, carried down the name in a recognizable form 
because they remained near the place where it crystal- 
lized into an approximation of its present form. 

What are the objections to this theory? 

First: Mr. Conklin Mann in his recent articles about 
the Concklin fanily ascribes certain tentative birth 
dates to the second generation of the family. If we 
accept these dates, we must abandon the attempt to iden- 
tify these two men as one. However, on the basis of 
the known facts, I sub.it the following list of tenta- 
tive dates for those same individuals, which would fit 
them into the pattern I suggest. They are at least e- 
qually plausible with the picture given by the mass of 
the evidence. —Nicholas 1664; Catherine 1665; Samuel 
ye Deliverance 1668; John 1670; Mary 1672; Joseph 
1674. 

Il have omitted the questionable Edmund. He may have 
existed; and could be fitted into the picture, even 
without recourse to the possibility of some of these 
children having been twins. One of the three "Edmunds" 
cited by Mr. Mann as namesakes was actually christened 
"Hduard"—son of Samuel©. Also, twins did occur in the 
family of veliverance® and that of Elias}. 

Second: The birthdate of 1661 ascribed to Nicholas 
by Mr. Mann rests on Nicholas's own testimony that he 
was “aged about 53 or thereabouts" in 1714. A descrip- 
tion of that sort is vague enough for us to question 
whether Nicholas knew how old he was. If we accept 166) 
for an alternative, it scales his age at time of cdeath 
down to a mere 87 and brinzs him closer to his wife who 
otherwise would appear to have been twelve years his 
junior. 

Third: Jean ae Conchilier is generally stated to 
have had a son John, soretimes said to have been born 
in 1679. This would conflict with the known son, John 
son of John "Concklin." However, the closer we come to 
grips with this Johne Conselyea, the flimsier his stuff 
becomes. All that I have been able to unearth for a 
basis to his existence is the fact that one Juriaen 
Conselyea is mentioned in the will of Juriaen Nagel as 
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the son cf his daughter Margaret Covert, and that sub- 
sequently this same Margaret refers to the same Juriaen 
Conselyee in her will. This is sufficient to satisfy me 
that Margaret Nagel's first husband was a Conselyea. It 
is, however, a long way from establishing that his name 
was John. My suspicion is that the name was ascribed to 
him as a logical assumption that John Conselyea would 
have had a son named after him, and has been copied as 
a fact without verification. 

The three children established by baptismal records 

as belonging to John Conselyea are: 

Lysbeth, baptized at New York in 1677; 

Anneken, baptized at New York in 1686; 

Fieter, baptized at Brooklyn in 1688. 
liargaret Conselje who married Johannes Van Tilburg and 
Claas Bogart has been identified by some researchers with 
the Lysbeth of 1677. It is perhaps more likely that she 
was a daughter born between 1077 and 1686 whose baptis- 
mal record has not been recovered. 

Certainly the gap between 1677 and 1686 seems to call 
for some comment. At least there is plenty of room for 
the anonymous son who was the father of Juriaen Consel- 
yea. Moreover, the lapse of fourteen years between th 
time of emigration of Jan ce Conchilier and the baptism 
of his first recorded child is in itself a suspicious 
circumstance. Most of our early settlers married early 
and raised large families. Or, if the families were not 
large, they were at least started early. 

If we adhere to the contemporaneous references to Jan 
de Conchilier and John Concklin, we find that these ref- 
erences—admittedly scanty-——nevertheless dovetail to 
present an interesting composite, credible and consis- 
tent in time, place, and social setting. The picture is 
of a young Norman immigrant who came here from the com- 
mon port of embarkation for so many refugess, Leyden, 
Holland. iie may reasonably assume that he was either 
married and came here to look the ground over before 
sending for his wife, or else married soon after arriv- 
al, both being common practices. We see him buying land 
at Rye, after a brief stay in Flushing, anc settling 
there for twelve years marked by the births of seven 
children; probably ending that residency at the deathof 
his wife. ohortly thereafter (we presume) he remarried 
and settled at Bushwick, where he died about 1089. 

The schedule follows: 

1662, October 10: Jan de Conchilier (Baird's History 
of Our Huguenot Settlers calls him a Norman) left Leyden 
on the Purmerlander Kerke, the small company including 
also Jan Bocholte with his wife and five children; Nico- 
las Dupuy and his wife; and Isaac Fernelje [Vermilyea], 
his wife and four children. 
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1603,Mar.19: Jean le Canceleer, with Nicholas Dupuy 
and others identifiable as fellow-passenrers, made ap- 
plication to the court at New Amsterdam for srants of 
land, provisions, seed grain, etc. 

1063, April 1: Jean le Conseille (also Nicolaes Du- 
puis and his wife) joined the New York Dutch Church. 

1665, July 19: "John Concklin" of Flushing, with 
John Morgaine, bought a tract of land on the outskirts 
of Rye from John Budd. 

Ensues a long lapse without reference to either nane. 
A fact with possible bearing is that i*lushing records 
were largely destroyed by fire in the latter eirhteenth 
century. 

1676, Feb. 27: John Concklin sold his land at Rye to 
John and Joseph Horton. 

1677, May 2: Jan de Consflte and Fytie Schut had 
Lysbeth baptized at the New York Dutch Church. 

1678, April 25: John Concklin signed, by mark, at 
Stamford, the bill of sale for his Rye property. 

1678, April 27: Jean desConseiller put his mark as 
witness to the will of Simon de Ruine at Flushing. Ru- 
ine and the other witness were both residents of Flush- 
ing. i\Was des Conseiller just a passer-by? 

A further gap of eight years. 

1686, June 27: Jan de Consiely and Fytie Schuts had 
Anneken baptized at the New York Church. 

1687, September: Jean de Consilie signed the oath 
of allegiance at Bushwick. The same year his name ap- 
peared on the list of freeholders at Bushwick. 

1688, Nov. 25: Jan de Conselje and Fytye Schuts had 
a son Fieter baptized at the Brooklyn Dutch Church. 

1690, May 18: Syetie Janse married at the Flatbush 
Dutch Church an Englishman, William West. This demon- 
strates the death of Jan de Conselje, as Syetie Janse 
is obviously an alias for Fytje Schuts, who was the 
daughter of Jan liermanszen Schut. The identification 
is made because, in 1702, William ‘Wiest and Fytie Schot, 
his wife, were witnesses at the baptism of a son born 
to Johannes Tilburg and Margriet Concelje. 

1692, May 11: Gerrit Jochemszen and Catharina Cantly 
had Helena baptized at the New York Dutch Church. 

1695, Sept. 2: ‘Delivery Stantely, j. m. Van Rhye, en 
Engeltje Boeckhoft, j. d. Van N. Yorck, were married at 
the New York Dutch Church. 

This completes our joint dossier. A few points re- 
main to be made. 

Dirck Storm, whose Tarrytown descendants intermarried 
with the Canckelies to a marked degree, followed essen- 
tially the same course traced for the second generation 
of "Concklins," after taking off from a point near where 
we place Jean de Conseille. He early lived in Flatbush, 
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moved on to what is now Rockland and thence to Westches- 
ter. A daughter of Dirck married Caspar Springsteen, 
and her daughter married William Liolenaar. Pete Con- 
selyea's two sons, Feter and Aaron (they may have been 
randsons, as I have not found their baptisms), married 
respectively, Sara Springsteen and Cornelia Molenaar. 

Finally, the 1790 New York Federal Census lists as 
heads of families: eleven Concklins, one Conklen, eighty 
Conklins, fifty-six Conklines, and forty-six Conklings. 
The families are distributed through eleven of the fif- 
teen counties then in New York State. Of the four coun- 
ties where they are not found, Kings is notable. 

Kings boasts three Conselyeas. Nowhere else in the 
Census for New York or other states have I found any 
more, although it is likely that the lost New Jersey 
Census weuld show a few Conselyeas, along with some more 
Conklins. 

All the Conklin-Conkling (etc.) families are conceded 
to have descended either from the John-Ananias Conklins 
or from John Concklin of Rye. With the sprinkling shown 
in New England and a few other states, they total better 
than two hundred families. 

Even making the allowance that the Conklins rot off 
to a generation's head start, the disparity in number 
and distribution between them and the meager three fam- 
ilies, all centered in Kings County, to the credit of 
Jan ge Conchilier, is striking. is it a true picture? 


EDITORIAL NOTE ON CONCKLIN-CONSELYEA: 


ON THE SrELLING OF SURNAMES: AND OTHER DLIGRESSIONS 


it has always been the policy of ‘ihe American Gene- 
alogist to give space, within necessary space limits, 
to controversial matters. The foregoing paper by Mrs. 
Schmidt is of a somewhat different order, in that it is 
the exposition of a theory, but a theory which may easi- 
ly lead to controversy. The writer arzues persuasively 
for her hypothesis, but rightly warns that it is not 
based on direct evidence. Both she and all who are in- 
terested in the Westchester Concklin family will welcome 
any evidence of a positive nature, whether favorable or 
unfavorable to her speculative conclusions. 

The publication of the paper does not imply that we 
editorially accept the writer's thesis, nor do the com- 
ments which follow imply that we editorially reject it. 
It was felt, that publication of speculative material of 
this character might be somewhat danferous, since in- 
experienced readers might copy and repeat it as proved 
fact. That sort of tuins has so often happened in the 
past! We need only mention the old error that the first 
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wife of Lieut. Thomas Tracy of Norwich, Conn., was the 
widow Mason of Wethersfield. Actually, this first ap- 
peared in 1858 merely as a query, but was picked up and 
repeated until eventually it found its way, stated as 
solid fact, in most of the books and articles that re- 
late to the Tracy family. In 1907, the impossibility of 
this statement was shown in a correction which was pub- 
lished in the New England Hist. and Gen. Register and 
also in the genealogical columns of the Boston Transcript 
in addition to being distributed in circular form. De- 
spite all that, the error has repeatedly appeared in 
subsequent publications and will probably become immor- 
tal. 

It was therefore felt that in giving a hearing to 
speculative material, it should be made doubly clear 
that the interesting theory of Mrs. Schmidt is as yet 
unproved. She kindly consented to an editorial note to 
this effect, and even to a statement of some facts which 
may militate against acceptance of her theory. Mr. 
Conklin Mann, compiler of the Conklin genealogies which 
have been appearing in our pages, declines on the basis 
of present evidence to go further than the guess he made 
L\Vol. 26, p. 129] that John Concklin of Rye was closely 
related to John and Ananias of Long Island; and hence, 
by implication, a native of England. Instead of attempt 
ing to show that an argumentative case might be built 
up against the Conselyea identification as well as for 
it, I have decided to discuss, in somewhat general 
terms, just two of Mrs. Schmidt's arguments. 

One is the surprisingly few Conselyeas in New York 
State in the 1790 Census. Well: the ancestor of my own 
Jacobus family lived in the 1630's in Albany and had 
four sons, yet there is not a single Jacobus listed in 
New York State in 1790. They were all in New Jersey! 
Furthermore, one does find families which went avainst 
the trend of big families or which "ran to daughters" 
for three or four generations and hence had little or 
no representation in the 1790 Census; I can cite fani- 
lies which had actually become extinct in the male line 
by 1790 after producing only one or two males for three 
or four generations. To be sure, such families belong- 
ed to an extremely small minority, but there were such 
families. 

The spelling of surnames is an interesting subject. 
It will be noted that the Conselyea surname, however 
spelled, is invariably with a soft 'c' or 's', while 
Concklin, however spelled, is always with the hard 'c! 
or 'k' sound. A shift of that consonant, concluding 
the accented part of the name, may be more difficult to 
explain than the slurring of the final unaccented syl- 
lable. In the New York Dutch Church records, the spell- 
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ing "Lelivery Stantely" where the 's' was detached from 
the end of the first name and prefixed to the surname, 
does not argue that the minister was familiar with either 
name, anc the given name "Deliverance" suggests that one 
parent at least was English. 

It is certainly true, as Mrs. Schmidt points out, 
that the usual spelling of the surname in Dutch church 
records before 1744 was some form of Conckely, and she 
draws the inferenge that in a largely oral society, that 
represents the way members of the family itself pro- 
nounced their name. But if that is true, how is the 
change in spelling to the nasal ending explained? Did 
the family, in different towns, change to Concklin to 
please the whim of the new minister of the Tarrytown 
Church? Why assume that earlier ministers were correct 
in their rendition of the spoken name, and that the la- 
ter minister was incorrect? If one should wish to de- 
fend the opposite theory, it could be assumed that the 
earlier ministers were careless and that, as literacy 
increased among members of the family, they made more 
of a point of having their name pronounced and spelled 
more accurately. 

I am not "taking sides" or arguing that this was the 
case. My only point is that, in a matter so specula- 
tive, proponents of various theories may easily inter- 
pret facts (and no one can dispute the facts) to fit 
their chosen theories. 

May I be indulged if—dropping this discussion—I 
conclude with a digression about the spelling of sur- 
names in general? To be quite frank, I have long been 
sceptical of the evidential value of the spelling of 
names in the old records, after seeing the English 
Trott, Hubbard and Broadley become respectively, ina 
Single generation, the American Treat, Hobart and Brad- 
ley. Not only the vowel sounds were unstable. The Eng- 
lish at the period of colonization slurred the end syl- 
lables anc rarely accented them. Of recent years, the 
American tendency has been in the opposite direction, 
so that names such as Durand (Durant) and Bunnell, for- 
merly accented on the first syllable, have now shifted 
the accent to the last. 

In the seventeenth century, one finds such names as 
wilcoxson, Stevenson and Leonardson often shortened to 
wilcox, Stevens ana Leonard, with some branches retain- 
ing the shorter form. A place name is found written 
Dogburn or Dogman, just as it happened to sound to the 
recorder. A classic example is Humphreville, where a 
single early entry has been seen with the spelling Um- 
berfield. Otherwise it is some form of Humphreville or 
Umfreville for at least three generations; then, in 
every branch of the family except one, there was a gen- 
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eral shift to Umberfield. In the same row in the same 
cemetery, a father and son are buried, the father's 
stone inscribed with the '-ville' ending, the son's with 
the '-field'. Oddly enough, the local branches remain- 
ing in the vicinity of the century-old home, all adopted 
the form Umberfield, while it was a branch which removed 
to a distance that retained the form Humphreville. Just 
the opposite might have been expected. 

Descendants of James Kedfin shortly became Redfield. 
Loveland was early spelled Loveman and Lovenam, and the 
two latter spellings crop up now and then even in eigh- 
teenth century records. Then there is Parmelee, some- 
times renaered Parmelin in early records, though the 
nasal ending soon was lost. Many more illustrations 
could be cited, but these are sufficient to establish 
the point that the final unaccented syllable of English 
names in the early colonial period was very unstable. 
Granted, names were usually written as they sounded to 
the hearer. Hence, the conclusion must be that these 
final syllables must have been quite unstressed or even 
slurred in speech, otherwise one would hardly find the 
same name written with complete indifference as Wakelin 
or Wakelee. 

As affecting the "spelling of the name" argument in 
the Conselyea article, let me add: if I fail to find 
the contributor's argument about the spelling "Conckely" 
convincing, my own point about the difficulty of a shift 
from the soft 's' in Conselyea to the hard 'c! in Conck- 
lin is quite as unconvincing, because actual cases can 
be cited of just such shifts, e.g. Jillson-Gilson and 
Jepson-Gipson. I was not there trying to prove a point 
but merely to show that this type of arcument can be 
made to cut either way. 

ihe facts presented by Mrs. Schmidt cannot, so far as 
we are aware, be disputed. The theory she so ably pre- 
sents may or may not be true. Different genealogists, 
according to their own predilections, will differently 
assess the value of the several types of circumstantial 
evidence she has assembled. The writer of the present 
note is disinclined in general to place much weight on 
such considerations as the spelling of surnames and 
changes in spelling. Such changes have to be noted as 
facts, but there may be wide and legitimate differences 
of opinion as to the interpretation of this kind of fact 
and as to the inferences and conclusions to be drawn. 

—D.L.J. 
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REPERCUSSIONS 


Under this heading it is planned to publish, from 
time to time, studies of controversial problems, cor- 
rections of serious errors which have gained currency, 
and similar matter. Contributions to this department 
will be welcome, provided that they relate to an early 
enough period (say before 1/50) to be of interest to a 
fairly large number of caescendants of the families con- 
Sidered. The articles below are by Lonald L. Jacobus. 


I. JOHN WARNER OF FARMINGTON AND JOHN© WARNER (ANDREW+) 


John Warner, an early settler of Farmington, Corin., 
died there between 14 March 1673/9, the date of his will, 
and 4 Dec. 1679, the date of its probation. The will 
names his sons John, Daniel and Thomas, and son-in-law 
William Higginson; and twice he makes a reservation for 
life to "me John Warner and larcsaret Warner my wife" 
[Manwaring's Dircest, 1:375-6]. 

Hinman had apparently seen this will, yet in his pio- 
neer work, First Puritan Settlers (1846, p. 90), althowh 
naming the three sons and the son-in-law of John Warner, 
he fails to mention the wife Margaret. 

Savage, in his Genealogical Dictionary (4. 24.20 ] in 
1862 stated that John Warner of Farmington "m. 1649, Ann 
Norton, @. of the first Thomas," yet in ostensibly quot- 
inc Hinman, mentions that he left widow Margaret as well 
as the four children. 

Farmington Church records show that John Warner be- 
came a member 15 March 1656[/7] and had his daughter Sa- 
rah baptized the same date; and 16 May 1658 the sons 
Daniel and ‘thomas, "which were not 13 years old when 
their father did enter into Covenant with the Church, 
were also baptized. The implication is tnat the eldest 
son John was over 13 in 1657, hence born before 16), 
and certainly not the issue of the alleged marriace in 
1649 of his father to Ann Norton. (New Enrland Hist. 
and Gen. Register, 11:325- -6; 12:36). The "Widow warner’ 
wno appears in the list of those in full Communion on 1 
March 1679/80 was doubtless Margaret, though her name 
is omitted. 

The entry is found in the Hartford "Book of Distribu- 
tions" that "John warnor was maryed to ann Norten one 
thousand Six hundreth forty &« Nyne" (Coll. of Conn.liist. 
Society, 14:608]. Since the Nortons were not a Hartford 
family until John Norton bought there in 1659, it would 
seem likely that the bridegroom, John Warner, was a res- 
ident of Hartford anc had the entry made. Savafe seems 
to have been the first to assign this record to John 
Warner of Farmington. In 1896 was published Anderson's 
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splendid History of Waterbury. The genealogical Appendix 
to the first volume was the work of Miss Katharine 
Prichard, deservedly known for her accuracy and her un- 
excelled knowledge of Waterbury families. Here, in the 
final Additions (p. 166) is found: "John Warner, Sr., m. 
Ann Norton, June 28, 1649; d. 1679, leaving John, Dan- 
iel, lhomas, and Sarah....ms William Higason." We might 
suppose Savage was her authority for the Norton marriage 
except for the assertion of a full date, with month and 
day, whereas Savage like the original Hartford record 
states only_the year, 1649. 

Benjamin’ Warner, son of Thomas of Waterbury and 
grandson of Johnt of Farmington, founded the New Haven 
(Hamden) branch of the family. The present writer, in 
his salad days, when collecting data for Families of An- 
cient New Haven, began his account with Thomas© and fol- 
lowed the usually good authority of Miss Prichard in 
calling him son of John and Ann (Norton) of Farmington 
[vol. 8, p. 1946]. 

In 1900 an account of the Norton family from the pa- 
pers of Ralph Dunning Smith (he so wrote his name al- 
though invariably called "Smyth" by his grandson, Dr. 
Steiner), appeared in the New England Hist. and Gen. 
Register, and here [S4:269]7 we read that Anne2 "m. John 
Warner of Saybrook and Hartford, 1649." 

Frank Farnsworth Starr, a careful, even cautious, 
genealogist, in Goodwin and Morgan Ancestral Lines, pub- 
lished 1915, states [1:30] that John© Warner, son of 
Andrew! of Hartford, m. "1649, Anna Norton and lived in 
Farmington and Middletown, Conn." We have not verified 
the Farmington statement, but there can be no legitimate 
doubt as to its being John son of Andrew Warner, then 
living in Hartford, who had his marriage to Ann Norton , 
recorded there. John! Warner of Farmington must have 
married earlier than 1649; there is no reason why his 
marriage should have been recorded in Hartford; and in 
1679 his wife was named ijiargaret. Not only was Andrew's 
son John a resident of Hartford at the time of the mar- 
riage, but his wife was called "Anna" when with John she 
joined the Middletown Church on 23 May 1669. 

Before the publication of the Starr book, the correct 
identity of the husband of Ann Norton had been stated in 
1902 by Elizabeth T. Nash in Fifty Puritan Ancestors, p. 
62. Despite this and the concurrence of Starr, the com 
pilers of The Descendants of Andrew Warner (1919) refer 
(p. 37) to the statement in the Nash book but comment, 
"this may be an error, for John Warner, the early settler 
of Farmington, married Anna Norton"; and they leave An- 
drew's son, John@ Warner, with a wife, Anna 

We conclude that Johnt Warner of Farmington married 
Margaret ———. She is the only wife of whom record 
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mention has been found, and while he may have had an 
earlier wife, there is no reason to infer that he did, 
and no reason to doubt that Marsaret was mother of his 
children. Thomas¢ named a daughter Margaret; and Abi- 
gail? (Daniel©) also named a daughter Margaret, possibly 
for her grandmother. 

Mr. R. Miles Warner of Chicago, Ill., in 1935 issued 
a mimeographed account of “Descendants of John Warner 
and Elizabeth (Mighel) Warner," recently reprinted in 
The Detroit Society for Genealogical Research Magazine 
Tstarting in Vol. ly, p. 37, December 1950). This is 
concerned chiefly with a line of descent from John War- 
ner of Suffield, identified as possibly the son of Dan- 
iel? (John!). The statement is there made that Johnl 
Warner of Farmington married "(2) Anne Norton," but no 
first wife is named, nor is Margaret, the only known 
wife, mentioned. It is not known why Anne is made a 
second wife. If she had been his wife at all, she could 
not have been mother of his eldest son, John, as we 
pointed out at the start; and it is with difficulty that 
she could be considerea mother of his second child, Dan- 
iel, for the marriage of Anne occurred in 1649, and the 
first chila of Daniel was born about 16607, some eighteen 
years later. Yet in tnis account, the four children of 
John of Farmington are all entered as children of Anne 
Norton. 

This account continues with the family of Daniel¢ 
Warner, and there is an inconclusive discussion of Dan- 
iel's son John, whether he was or was not identical with 
the John Warner who headed the Suffield family. The 
wife of Daniel? is entirely omitted. The names and 
approximate birth dates of Daniel's children are cor- 
rectly stated, the dates being based on the ages of the 
children appended to the inventory of Daniel's estate. 
The children were: Daniel (1667), John (1671), Abigail 
(1673), Samuel (1675), and Thomas (1677). 

The will of Hugh Roe of Suffield proves that his 
daughter Sarah Roe was the wife of Daniel Warner [The 
American Genealogist, 10:73-6]. This will, dated 5 Aug. 
1689, made his son Peter Roe and his grandson John War- 
ner his chief heirs, they to pay stated legacies to cer- 
tain other children and grandchildren. The legacies in- 
cluded 50 shillings to his grandson Thomas Warner, and 
the same amount to his _ granddaughter Abigail Warner. It 
seems likely that John3 Warner, when left a double or- 
phan or possibly earlier, had been taken into his grand- 
father Roe's household, as that would explain his being 
made one of the two chief heirs of the Roe estate. This 
Suffield inheritance also explains his settling in that 
town, and renders further discussion of his identity and 
parentage supererogatory. 
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The Roe will proves that Sarah Roe was mother of 
John (1671), Abigail (1673), and Thomas (1677). As for 
Samuel, born about 1675 between Abigail and Thomas, his 
failure to receive a legacy perhaps indicates that he 
had died young, a conclusion reinforced by failure to 
find further records of him. As for Daniel (1667), he 
settled in Waterbury. As the elcest son, he would re- 
ceive a double portion from his father's estate, and 
that may te the reason why he received no legacy in the 
will of Hugh Roe. But it must be granted that positive 
proof is lacking that Daniel3 was a son gf Sarah Roe. 
He was born about four years before John’ was born, and 


it is possible that his mother was an earlier, unknown 
wife of Daniele, who did not long survive his birth. 

For what it is worth, it may be noted that Daniel3 gave 
the name Sarah to his eldest daughter. In the present 
state of knowledge, all we have a right to assert is 
that all the children of Daniel? were by Sarah Roe, with 
the possible exception of Daniel3. 


II. SHERWOOD OF FAIRFLELD AND STRATFORD, CONN. 


The duplication of the same name, Thomas Sherwood, in 
the neighboring towns of Fairfield and Stratford, seems 
still to be troubling those who have to use secondary 
sources instead of going to the contemporary records, 
though in this case with little excuse, since the best 
secondary sources are correct and in agreement. 

A copy of a typed manuscript called "Fitch, Sherwood, 
Seabrook and Beach," by Miss Helen M. Wright, and dated 
1943, has been given to the Connecticut State Library in 
Hartford, and thus "published" in the sense of being 
made publicly accessible to seekers after genealogical 
knowledge. 

On page 13 she writes: "Jacobus names Sarah Seabrook 
as the wife of Thomas Sherwood, but that is certainly a 
mistake. The will of Thomas Wheeler in 1654 ‘shows that 
his daughter Sarah was the wife of Thomas Sherwood ( ju- 
nior), and the will of Thomas Sherwood Jr. names his 
wife as Sarah, in 1658. Thomas Sherwood, senior, had 
no wife Sarah; his wives were Alice and Mary." 

it is almost unique for the present writer to answer 
publicly a charge of this sort. However, the incessant, 
continuing, and utterly inexcusable confusion between 
the Thomas Sherwoods of Fairfield and Stratford has be- 
come a thorn in the flesh. The reference is undoubted- 
ly to the first volume of Families of Old Fairfield 
(1930), so let us see what “Jacobus” actually says. 

On page 548 Thomas Sherwood of Fairfield appears, 
with his wives Alice and Mary, precisely as liiss Wright 
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has it; and on the next page his son Thomas, Jr., is 
carr.ed forward, with a statement of his (first) marri- 
age to Sarah Wheeler, with citation of the 1654 will of 
her father Thomas Wheeler, precisely as Miss Wright has 
it. But on page 523, under Robert Seavrook, is stated 
the marriage of his daughter Sarah, by 1642, to "Thomas 
Sherwood, of Stratford." And on page 560, under the 
heading "Sherwood Family (Stratford)," is found the rec- 
ord of this Thomas Sherwood, no known connection of the 
Fairfield family, who represented Stratford several 
times in the General Court between 16045 and 16543; who 
married Sarah Seabrook; who was mentioned 1 Jan. 1057 
(1657/8) in Stratford records as “having departed this 
life"; whose will was dated 4 June 1057; and the inven- 
tory of whose estate was taken 4 June 16058. There are 
deeds from his children in Stratford, some of which are 
cited, mentioninz their grandfather Seabrook and thus 
proving that their mother was daughter of Robert Sea- 
brook, a Stratford settler who had died early. 

Just where is the mistake? Except of too great haste 
on the part of this writer in consulting printed sources 
and consequent confusion between the two Sherwood fami- 
lies; and of impulsiveness in charging a mistake azainst 
one who et least had the advantage of personally con- 
sulting the contemporary records in Fairfield and Strat- 
ford. She errs in referring to the "will of ‘Thomas 
Sherwood Jr....in 1658," whom evidently she mistakes 
for Thomas Jr. of Fairfield. The will of 1657, proved 
in 1658, is that of Thomas Sherwood "of Stratford," so 
described in the will and in, the records of his estate, 
and nowhere called "Jr." actually, Thomas Jr. of Fair- 
field who married Sarah Wheeler had four wives in all 
and his estate was administered in 1696/9. 

A more recent account of the Fairfield family, and 
a badly garbled one, appeared in Your Ancestors [3:333 
ff.; March 1949). in this it is stated that Thomas 
Sherwood, Sr., was born in Nottinghamshire, England, 
and his two wives are patly identified as Alice Sea- 
brook, daughter of Robert Seabrook and Alice Goodspeed, 
and Mary Fitch. A County Nottingham origin for Sher- 
wood seems to be based on nothing more substantial than 
the fact that Sherwood Forest is located there. The 
only reason for concluding that any Thomas Sherwood mar- 
ried a daughter of Robert Seabrook is that deeds of 
children of Thomas Sherwcod of Stratford refer to their 
srandfather Seabrook. lience any statement that Alice 
wife of Thomas Sr. of Fairfield was a Seabrook is based 
on a confusion between the two families. Alice was 
called 47 in the shipping list in 1634, hence born not 
far from 1587. One Robert Seabrcok married Alice Good- 
speed at \ingrave, Bucks, 12 Sept. 1596, some nine 
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years after their alleged daughter was born. For a 
detailed explanation of the origin of the error, which 
has often been repeated, that Mary, second wife of Thom- 
as Sherwood Sr., was a Fitch, see my note in The New 
England Hist. and Gen. Register (92:303; July 1930]. 

The account uncer consideration says, "the truth of 
this statement [that Mary was a Fitch] is borne out in 
published records. The 'Powers Banks! Genealogy calls 
Thomas Sherwood's wife, at the trial of Good Dame Knapp, 
'Mary Fitch Sherwood.'" The records relating to "Goody 
Knapp" are in the printed New Haven Colony Records, and 
may readily be consulted. Regardless of what the cited 
genealogy may call Goody Sherwood in referring to the 
case, these contemporary records do not state the maiden 
name of Thomas Sherwood's wife Mary. She may have been 
a Fitch—or a Smith or anything else. One can never 
make a positive negative statement. But I will assert 
that no contemporary record has ever been seen or pro- 
duced or cited, which proves or even remotely suggests 
that Mary was a Fitch; and until some kind of documenta- 
tion is forthcoming, the conscientious genealogist can 
only enter her as Mary ————-. 

Other errors or unsupported statements in this account 
are too numerous to be examined in detail, and can be 
mentioned only briefly. The will of Thomas Sherwood Sr. 
names his seven daughters by his "former wife" [Alicej, 
obviously in order of birth. Jane is the eldest. But 
in this account, Jane is made the youngest, born at the 
incredibly late date of 1639, and it is stated that the 
mother died that year at her birth. There is no record 
in existence of the death of Alice, nor of the birth of 
Jane, and if Jane's baptismal record is in existence, it 
will have to be sought in England. The second daughter, 
as written in the will, is "Tamsen," a variant form for 
Thomasine, the feminine of Thomas. I suspect, but can- 
not prove, that she was wife of William Belden of Weth- 
ersfield. She is entirely omitted in this account, and 
in her place is substituted a non-existent HKlizabeth, 
the wife successively of John Tomson and Daniel Finch. 
Margaret was the third daughter named in the will, and 
hence almost certainly born before 1620. She is here 
married to Elias Maverick of Charlestown, Mass., date 
of marriage not stated. Wyman's Charlestown shows that 
Elias Maverick did marry one Margaret Sherwood on 8 Dec. 
1669, and that she had a child born as late as 1687. 
Husbands are provided for the daughters Rebecca and Jane 
but without citation of any evidence. There is, to my 
certain knowledge, no record in Fairfield which proves 
these marriages, hence, while they may be correct, the 
reader is entitled to ask for documentation. 

Of the children of Thomas Sr. by his second wife, 
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Isaac is correctly married to Elizabeth Jackson, 
correctly made daughter of John Jackson by Elizabeth 
smith, but the said Elizabeth Smith is then called the 
daughter of Henry and Ann (Fynchon) Smith. Wr. Henry 
omith of Cprinefield, as is well known, returned to 
ingland, and his will, made in 1631, refers to his 
daughter ";lizabetn Smith, not yet disposed of in m 
riage" [\Waters, Gen. Gleanings in England, 1:723]. 

John Jackson had chilaren born 1562 to 1677; and the 
chief evidence for identifying his wife Elizabeth as a 
Smith is the fact that the will of Giles smith of Fair- 
field in 1669 names his daughter Llizabeth Jackson, and 
no other Fairfield Jackson of that period is known to 
have had a wife itlizabethl 

This much space has been accorded to Sherwood errors 
because of the strange and unusual status of the gene- 
alogy of that family. Orcutt's History of Stratford in 

B86 distinguished correctly between the two Sherwcod 
families, of Stratford and Fairfield, and fave some ac- 
count of both, mainly correct in the early generations. 
lire W. L. Sherwood, of Newark, N.J., years ago did much 
research and compiled a manuscript genealogy of the fam- 
ily, which was used by NMrs. Schenck in her History of 
Fairfield (1389), with due acknowledsment to Mr. Sher- 
wood. This account was limited to the Fairfield Sher- 
wood family and did not include the Stratford family. 
Mr. Orrando P. Dexter of Fairfield labored seventeen 
years on the Fairfield families, workine independently 
throush the primary record sources rerardless of what 
was in print, and his notes are preserved at the Fair- 
field Historical Society. When I was compiling Fami- 
lies of Old Fairfield, 1 also went independently through 
the recorc sources, checkin my conclusions with those 
of my predecessors. 

The amazing thing is that, although I was able to 
add some details, partly through use of the Lexter pa- 
pers and partly through my own efforts, I found myself 
substantially in agreement, in distin;uishing between 
the two farnilies and through the early generations of 
each, with the previously published accounts. For the 
Sherwoods are, without question, a very difficult fam- 
ily. Unfortunately, during the past fifty years, there 
have been other investigators of the family, working at 
a distance from the records, unable to credit the exis- 
tence in adjacent towns of two Thomas Sherwoods, and 
pursuing their own notions and guesses as to what ought 
to be so. Some of their lucubrations have been publish- 
ed and, as so often happens, their theories and guesses 
by mere repetition have found acceptance in some quar- 
ters in preference to the above-named printed sources 
which tell the story as the records reveal it to be. 


PRE-AMBRICAN ANC:STRY 


OF Tl 


By William J. Hoffman, F.S.A.G., of La Plume, Penn. 


(Conclute? from nage 78) 


VISBOOM 


Visboom at Amsterdam married and had children: 


Margaretha Visboom, m. (1) Jacob Hustaert; m. (2) Rev. 
Rudolohus van Varick. Settled in New York. 

Engeltje Dirks Visboom, mentione? in Marearetha's will 
as her eldest sister. Settled in New York, where she 
joined the Dutch Reformed Church, 2 Mar. 1075. Died 
in New York, 31 Aug. 1735. 

Sara Visboon, m. Jan van Varick. Settled in New York. 
Ancestors of the van Varick family in America. 

Aeltje Visboom. Settled in New York, where she joined 
the Dutch reformed Church, 2 Mar. 1678. 

Catharina Visboom, m. Hendrick Bax, 4. before 1666, On- 
derkoopman, assistant merchant at Colombo Ceylon. 

Johannes Visboom, from Amsterdam Commissav "van den 
Aireek," Colombo, Ceylon; m. 1686, Anna Maria Mazius 
from Cochin. His son: 

1. Marcus Visboom (1687-172), Onderkoopman, Col- 
ombo; m. Cornelia van Wijnbergen from leiden 
who m. (2) Rev. Willem Conyn, minister at 
Gale, Ceylon. Had among other children: 

a. Susanna Petronella Visboom, b. 1719; m. 
(1) Gerard Johan Vreeland from 
Utrecht, Governor of Ceylon, Council- 
lor Extra-Ordinary of India 1711-1752. 

b. Johannes Philiprous Visboom (1721-1759), 
Onderkoooman, Cashier; m. (2) Juliana 
Cornelia Lebeck. 


A seal showing the arms Visboom-Lebeck is preserved 
in the archives at Batavia and was published in the 
Indische Navorscher, 1439 - 59. The Lebeck arms have 
been published in Wapenheraut, III-260, and consequent- 
ly the Visboom arms are: two fish in saltire over all 
a fess (bar). These arms are canting arms: 'Visch' 
[Vis-] is of course 'fish', and 'boom' is in Dutch not 
only a tree but also a bar of a gate. 
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(Continued from Vol. 27, ' 


Il. The First four Generations 


Arranged by Donald Lines Jacobus 


~o far as the early generations of the family are 
concerned, little use has been made of printed sources. 
Useful though they are for the later ,enerations of 
specific branches, it wus thought cesirable to base trie 
present account, as far as possible, on an indepencent 
survey of primary record sources. 

lwo important manuscript collections, however, have 
been consulted and utilized, tnat of Lucius A. Yarbcur 
on Hartford families at the State Library, Hartford, 
and that of b>. Williams Patterson on East Haddam fari- 
lies at the Connecticut Histcrical Society in Uartford. 

Cash contributions towards research have been re- 
ceived from Mr. Clarence A. Torrey of Boston, Mrs fk. 
van Zwalenburg of Honolulu (for herself and cthers), 
Mrs. . S. Whelan of Tecumsen, Mich., and Mr. Thomas 
“Nilliams of Los Angeles. kHelpful and extensive data 
have been received from Mr. Torrey, the late Honer W. 
Brainard of Amherst, Mass., ‘Yrs. Van zZwalenburg, "rs. 
B. H. Catlin of Hopkins, Minn., and Mrs. Herbert R. 
<pencer of Erie, Fa., and we are under special oblica- 
tion for data to Vrs. w%. C. Clark of thilacel;hia, Fa.,, 
for a large arcunt of material, anc to lr. W. Herbert 
wood of New 4aven for acstracts of the nevolut.ionary 
pension files of New York Spencers and much miscellane- 
cus material. 

The compiler has donated considerable time spent on 
original research, and much more in arranging the ma- 
terial for publication and in studying specific prob- 
lems. ‘Several problems in the early generations re- 
main unsolved, and only tentative solutions can be sure 
gested for others. Much more research can ana should 
be undertaken in the land reccrds of Connecticut towns 
and of New York counties. The Rhode Island branches 
cannot be filled out completely even through the fourth 
generation, ana the Spencer probate and land records 
in the Nhode island towns where they lived will have to 
be abstracted before these branches can be brought be- 
yond the fourth cencration. 

The compiler thanks all who have contributed in any 
way, and realizes that imperfections will be found in 
the present account. Corrections of any errcrs noted 
will be welcomed. 
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6. William! Spencer, baptized at Stotfold, Beds, 
England, 11 Oct. 1601, died at Hartford, Conn., 1640; 
married Agnes [probably Tucker], who married second, 
William Edwards, by whom she became ancestress of the 
noted Tucker family. 

William's will, 4 May 1640, mentions cousin Matthew 
Allyn and brother Jchn Pratt. The reason for conclud- 
ing that his wife Agnes was a Tucker is stated in New 
York Gen. and Biog. Record, 71:220, and we understand 
that investisations are now in progress to prove that 
she was daughter of Richard and Agnes (Wyatt) Tucker, 
which would make her a relative of Matthew Allyn's Wy- 
att wife; and she may have been sister of John Pratt's 
wife, thus explaining the terms used in Spencer's will. 

Children: 


i. Elizabeth®, b. ca. 1633; m. (1) in 1649, William Well- 
man, who d. at Killingworth, 9 Aug. 1671; eight chil- 
dren; m. (2) 23 May 1672, Jacob Joy, who d. 1690, son 
of Walter and Deborah; four children. 

ii. Sarah, b. ca. 1635; d. at Simsbury, 3 Nov. 1691 ae. 55; 
m. before 17 Aug. 1656, John Case, who d. 21 Feb. 
1703/4; ten children. He m. (2) Elizabeth (Moore) 
Loomis. 

10 iii. Samuel, b. ca. 1636; d. ca. 1716. 


7. Sergt. Thomas! Spencer, baptized at Stotfold, 
Beds, England, 29 Mar. 1607, died at Hartford, Conn., 
11 Sept. 1687; will 9 Sept. 1687; married first, Ann 
Derifield, born about 1610; married second, at Hartford, 
11 Sept. 1645, Sarah Bearding, who died before 1674, 
Gaughter of Nathaniel Bearding. 

The will of Barnabas Derifield of Braintree, Mass., 
proved in 1680, gave all his estate to his kinsman Sam- 
uel Spencer, who was to pay to his brothers Obadiah and 
Thomas Spencer 40s. each. Since these were the three 
scns of Sergt. Thomas by his unidentified first wife, 
and since the will of Sergt. Thomas cuts off his son 
Samuel with little, "he having received a good portion 
from his Uncle," it follows that the first wife was 
sister of Barnabas Derifield. Full details of this 
connection will appear in an article by Mrs. W. C. Clark 
in New England Hist. and Gen. Register (July 1951). 

The will of Sergt. Thomas Spencer made his "cousin" 
Samuel Spencer [his nephew, No. 10] an overseer. 

Children by first wife: 


11 i. Obadiah*, b. ca. 1639; d. May 1712. 
12 ii. Thomas, b. ca. 1641; d. 23 July 1689. 
13 iii. Samuel, b. ca. 1643; d. 8 Jan. 1726/7. 


Children by second wife: 
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Sarah, b. ca. 1646; d. 2h Oct. 1712; m. Thomas Huxley, 
who 4. at Suffield, 21 July 1721. 

Elizabeth, bp. 26 Mar. 1648; m. Samuel Andrews, bp. at 
Hartford, 21 Oct. 1645, d. there Jan. 1711/12, son of 
William and Elizabeth. 

Jared (Gerard), b. ca. 1650-1; d. 1712. 

Hannah, b. 15 Apr. 1653; m. (1) George Sexton, Jr.5 m. 
(2) 29 Nov. 1698, Daniel Brainer4, Sr. 

Mary, b. 18 May 1655; d. at Westfield, Mass., Nov. 
1690; m. 7 Oct. 1675, Thomas Root, who 4. 16 Aug. 
1709, son of John. 

Martha, b. 19 Mar. 1658; m. Andrew Benton, bp. at Mil- 
ford, 12 Aug. 1653, d. at Hartford, 5 Feb. 1703/h. 


8. Michaell Spencer, baptized at Stotfold, Beds, 
kngland, 5 May 1611, died at Lynn, Mass., in 1653; mar- 
ried [sabel —————, who died at Salem, Mass., 9 uct. 
1674, gavin married second, Thomas Robbins, a carpen- 
ter, of Salem, born about 1618, living 1681. Robbins 
married second, 11 Mar. 1674/5, Mary (Gould), widow of 
Richard Bishop. 

Michael is the only one of the four brothers of 
whose family we lack a complete account. Administra- 
tion on his estate was granted, 29 Nov. 1653, to Gerard 
<pencer, who was also then living in Lynn, and Gerard 
was called his brother when he brought in the inventory. 
The estate was small and was ordered sold "for the 
bringing up of Michael's children." On 30 Nov. 1654 
we read that Thomas Robbins of Salem had some of the 
estate and, with the consent of Gerard Spencer, was to 
keep it, as Robbins had a child of the deceased to 
bring up, Michael, aged six years. This is almost cer- 
tain evidence that Michael's widow had married Robbins, 
especially as in 1657 she is mentioned as havine a 
young son. 

It is possible that Isabel was not the first wife of 
Michael Spencer, and that he had more children than have 
been discovered. His proved son Michael settled in East 
Greenwich, R.I., where a John Spencer had earlier set- 
tled. That, and the fact that John named a son Michael, 
establishes a presumption that John was an older son of 
Michael of Lynn. There is, moreover, some direct evi- 
dence. The will of Michael© of East Greenwich in 1723 
named his friend and kinsman Major Thomas Fry and Thom- 
as Spencer overseers. The latter was a son of John¢, 
and obviously chosen because he was a relative. 

Major Thomas Fry was a prominent man, later Deputy- 
Governor. Michael Spencer witnessed a deed, 11 Mar. 
1688/9, which this Thomas Fry of East Greenwich had 
from his father, Thomas Fry, Sr. On 14 July 1710, Thom- 
as Fry deeded to his "cousin" John Spencer, for love, 
13 1/2 rods for a burial place. This was John3 Spencer 
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OF John©. it thus appears that both Spencer 
families of East Greenwich, those of John and Michael, 
were related in some way to Thomas Fry. 

The notion that John Spencer of East Greenwich was 
nephew of John Spencer of Newbury has already been con- 
sidered and dismissed as false in the first chapter of 
our account. We conclude that John was son of Michaell. 

Children (incomplete record): 


15 i. John®, b. say 1638; of ave by 1661; 4d. 168u. 

ii. Susannah, b. ca. 1643; deposed 12 Oct. 1728 ae. about 
85; m. at Salem, Mass., Aug. 166, Daniel? Bacon 
(Daniel?, Michaell) of Salem, b. ca. 16y1. It is 
likely that Susannah lived gt Salem with her mother 
and step-father. Both John* and Michael? Spencer 
named a dau. Susannah, though that was also the name 
of John2's wife and hence not evidentia! in his case. 

16 iii. Michael, b. ca. 1648; d. 16 Mar. 1722/3. 

17 iv. William, b. say 1652; d. 1712/13. He is placed in this 
family with great misgiving, and may not have been 
connected with the four brothers at all. If he was, 
he can only be placed as a son of Michaell, He first 
appears of record in Saybrook in 1686, about the time 
he must have married. Since his wife was an East 
Haddam girl, and he later settled there, it has been 
surmised that his uncle Gerard! took him there as a 
child. It will be noted that if a child of Michael 
and born in the last year of his father's life, he 
would have beer’ 34 at marriage, an?’ still older if 
born earlier. 


9. Ensign Gerard Spencer, baptized at Stotfold, 
Beds, England, 25 Apr. 1614, died at Haddam, Conn., in 
1685 (will 17 Sept. 1683, proved 3 Sept. 1685); married 
first, Hannah ——, who died before her husband made 
his will in 1683 and perheps much earlier; perhaps mar- 
ried second, after 1677, Rebecca (Porter) Clark, bap- 
tized at Felsted, co. Hssexy Englund, 16 Sept. 1630, 
died 9 Jan. 1682/3 (recorded at Saybrook), daughter of 
John and Anne (White) Forter of Windsor, and widow of 
John Clark of Saybrook. 

Gerard settled in Lynn, Mass., later came to Hart- 
ford and thence to Hacdam, Conn. There are several good 
accounts of him and his family in print, but some of 
them omit the daughter Sarah, proved by an undated deed 
in Haddam Deeas [1:49] given by "Steuen Backas with my 
wief Sarah of Norwich" to Daniel Brainerd of Haddam of 
one acre "that fell to us by portion of the estat of our 
father Garrard Spencer." 

The second marriage is suggested for Gerard because 
there was, by elimination, no other adult Spencer in 
Connecticut of proper age to be the widow Clark's hus- 
band (and unencumbered with a wife known to be living) 
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except his brother Thomas, who was an olcer man and 
resident at a greater distance from Sa;,brook. Neverthe- 
less, she may have been a third wife ol sergt. ‘homas 
Spencer. All tinat the recoras disclose is that she died 
under tie name of Spencer, and the loss of the early 
New London probate records where her estate was settled 
may leave it forever a matter of conjecture who her 
“pencer husbana was. Gerard's will aoes not even name 
all his children, and lack of reference to a wife may 
be explained in either or two ways. A second wife may 
have been provided for by prenuptial agreement; or such 
a marriase may have occurred after the will was made 

Since the publication of Goodwin's Genealo -ical N 
in 1856, the early wife of Gerard who was nother of } 
children has always been named as Hannah. The present 
co~piler follows these authorities, thou confessing 
that he has not seen an orig:nal or quoted contemporary 
record so naming her. Still, such a record may exist. 
ihe birth dates assigned to the children below are most- 
ly guesses. 

Children: 


18 i. John*, b. ca. 1636; d. 3 Aug. 1682. 
ii. Mehitabel, b. ca. 1638; d. 1691; m. by 1661, Daniel 
Cone of Haddam, b. ca. 1627, d. 2) Oct. 1706 in 80th 
yr.; ten children. 

iii. Hannah, b. ca. 1640; d. by 1691; m. ca. 165), Daniel 
Brainerd of Haddam, b. ca. 1641, d. 1 Avr. 1715 ae. 
7h. He m. (2) 29 Nov. 1698, Hannah (Spencer) Sexton 
(No. 7, vii). 

Marah, b. ca. 1642; d. before 22 Dec. 171k; m. (1) in 
1662, Thomas Brooks, who 4. at Haddam, 18 Oct. 1668; 
four children; m. (2) in 1669, Thomas Shaylor of Had- 
dam, who d. ca. 1692; five children. 
Sarah, b. ca. 16lh3; living 1707; m. Nec. 1666, Stenhen 
Backus of Norwich, b. ca. 162, 4d. at Canterbury, in 
1695, son of William; eight children. 
vi. Elizabeth, b. ca. 1646; m. ca. 1666, Josevh Stannard of 
Saybrook, who d. 20 Aug. 1688. 
19 vii. Thomas, b. ca. 1648; 4. Feb. 1698/9. 
20 viii. Samuel, b. ca. 1650; d. 7 Aug. 1705. 
21 i Timothy, b. ca. 16523: 4. 170k. 
Ruth, b. ca. 1653 @. at Haddam, 28 Nov. 17h ae. 9; 
m. Joseph Clark, whose will dated 2h Oct. 1716 is re- 
corded in Haddam Deeds (2:255), son of William. 
William, b. ca. 1656; d. 1731. 
Nathaniel, b. ca. 1658; 4d. before 1722. 
Rebecca, b. ca. 1660; 4. before 1706; m. (1) ca. 1682, 
John Kennard of Haddam, who d. 1688; m. (2) after 
Feb. 1689, John Tanner. 


Samuel2 (Spencer (William), born about 1638, 
died at Hartford, Conn., about 1/16; married Sarah 
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Children: 


24 Samuel3, b. ca. 16683; d. 26 Mar. 1748. 
ii. Sarah, b. ca. 1671; m. ca. 1694, Joseph Easton of Hart- 
ford, who d. between 1728 and 1735; six children. 
iii. Hannah, b. July 167k; d. 5 Dec. 1702; m. at Hartford, 

13 May 1686, Caleb Stanley, Jr., b. 6 Sept. 167h, d. 
Jan. 1711/12; no issue. 

Elizabeth, b. (say 1676); m. Lieut. Nathaniel Marsh, 
of Hartford, who d. (by Aug.) 1748; four children. 

Rachel, b. (say 1678); m. at Hartford, 8 Oct. 1705, 
Capt. Joseph Cook, of Hartford, who d. (before 1 Dec.) 
17473 no issue. 

Mary, b. ca. 1681; d. at Hartford, 15 Feb. 1756 ae. 75; 
m. there, 2) May 1705, Cavt. Cyprian Nichols, b. ca. 
1671, d. 2 Jan. 1756 ae. 8h; nine children. 

Abigail, b. (say 1684); m. at Hartford, 3 Mar. 1708/9, 
Joseph Symons, who d. Feb. 17563; nine children. 

Agnes, bp. 20 Nov. 1687; m. (1) at Hartford, 1) Mar. 
1709, Nathaniel Humphrey, who d. there, Dec. 1711; two 
children; m. (2) Oct. 1715, John Hubbard, b. at Hart- 
ford, Aug. 1691; three or more children. 


11. Obadiah* Spencer (Thomas!), born about 1639, 
died at Hartford, Conn., May 1712 (will 22 June 1709, 
codicil 2 May 1712, inventory 26 May 1712); married 
Mary Disborough, who died before he made his will, 
daughter of Nicholas. 

Children, born at Hartford: 


25 i. Obadiah3, b. ca. 1666; d. 22 Aug. 17h1. 

26 Thomas, b. ca. 1668; d. 1h June 1761. 

27 Samuel, b. ca. 1670; 4d. 1756. 

28 Ebenezer, b. ca. 1673; d. by 17h 8. 

Mary, b. ca. 1675; d. at Hartford, 2 June 1711/12; m1. 

after 1706, as his second wife, Thomas King, who d. 
at Hartford, 26 Dec. 1711; no children. 

29 John, b. ca. 1677; d. 8 July 1750 (1751). 

30 Disborough, b. ca. 1679; d. 1763. 


12. Thomas@ Spencer (Thomas!), born about 1641, died 
at Suffield, Conn., 23 July 1689 (but inventory of his 
estate was presented that date); married Esther Andrews, 
who died at Suffield, 6 Mar. 1697/8, daughter of Wil- 
liam and Elizabeth. 

Children: 


i. Esther, b. (say 1666); m. in 1688, William Pierce. 
She had a child by John Barnard, 1683. 
ii. Elizabeth, b. (say 1668); m. 2 Mar. 1685/6, John Tay- 
lor of Suffield. 
iii. Thomas, b. (say 1670); d. 22 Aug. 1692. His will, 9 
Apr. 1692, proved 30 Sept. 1692, named mother Esther 
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Spencer; estate of father Thomas; brothers Samuel and 
William; sisters (sic); uncles Thomas Huxley and Jar- 
rad 

iv. Samuel, b. (say 167); d. 23 Nov. 173. 

v. very b. (say 1677); d. Dec. 17h5. 

vi. Anna, b. at Suffield, 6 June 1680; d. 4 Oct. 1680. 


Note: Ann Spencer m. (1) at Hartford, 25 Jan. 1704/5, Thomas 
Hill, b. 13 Jan. 1681/2, d. 17073; two children; m. (2) at Hart- 
ford, 15 Nov. 1710, Edward Foster, and settled in Suffield. She 
could conceivably have been a younger child of Thgmas‘* of Suf- 
field (No. 12 above); or the child born_to Esther? in 1683 (No. 
12, i, above); or identical with Hannah} (No. 1k, i). The names 
Hannah and Ann were sometimes used interchangeably, though in 
other cases they were so little confused that both names were 
given to daughters in the same family. However, it is to be 
noted that this Hannah? was so named in her birth record and in 
her father's will also, making it less likely that she was ever 
called Ann. 


13. Samuel® Spencer (Thomas ), born about 1643, died 
at Windham, Conn., 8 Jan. 1726/7, aged “about 88"; mar- 
ried Sarah ——, born about 1660, died at Windham, 15 
Apr. 1733, aged about 73. 

He was the heir of his uncle, Barnabas Derifield of 
Braintree, Mass., and lived there for some years before 
settling in Windham. In assigning approximate dates of 
birth for Samuel and his brothers, we are assuming that 
the statement of his age at death was exaggerated. Even 
if our guess is right, it makes him over 40 at the birth 
of his first known child; if the Windham record is pre- 
cise, it makes him about 46 at that time. 

Children, the daughters baptized at Braintree: 


33 i. John, b. (say 168); d. 5 Apr. 1772. 
ii. Sarah, bp. 5 Sent. 1686; m. at Windham, 16 Sent. 1708, 
John Crane. 
iii. Hannah, bp. 7 Sept. 1689; m. at Windham, 22 Nov. 1766 in 
78th yr.; m. there, 28 June 1715, Gershom Palmer. 


1), also called Gerard or 


14. Jared Spencer (Thomas 
Jarrad, born about 1650-1, died at Hartford, in 1712 
(will 15 Mar. 1711/12, proved 7 Apr. 1712); married at 
Hartford, 22 Dec. 1680, Hannah Pratt, born 25 Nov. 1658, 
died 22 Oct. 1692, daughter of John. 

Children, born at Hartford: 


Hannah?, b. 12 Oct. 1681; probably married. See Note 
under No. 12, above. 

Jared, b. 15 Jan. 1682/3; d. 13 June ‘anes 

Nathaniel, b. 2 Feb. 1684/5; d. youn 

John, b. 25 Oct. 1686; bp. 31 Oct. 1686; d. young 

Sarah (twin), b. (date gone); bp. 12 Feb. 1687/8; m. 21 
May 1713, Joseph Bigelow. 
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vi. Elizabeth (twin), b. (date gone); bp. 12 Feb. 1687/8; 
d. 21 Jan. 1728/9; m, bef. 1717, John Pease of Enfield. 
vii. Nathaniel, b. 21 Dec. 1690; d. young. 
viii. Mary, b. 8 Sept. 1692; m. 13 Jan. 1726/7, Joseph Pease. 


15. John Spencer (Michaell), born [say 1638], died 
at East Greenwich, R.I., 1638, (inventory taken 16 Oct. 
1684); married Susannah ————, who died 12 Apr. 1719. 

He went to Newport, R.I., and in 1661 was c¢ranted 
land in Westerly, but did not settle there; a grantee 
of Hast Greenwich, 1677, where he was Town Clerk, 1677- 
1683. 

hildren: 


John3, b. 20 Apr. 16663 d. 17h3. 

Michael, b. 28 May 1668; d. 10 Oct. 178. 

Benjamin, b. 22 June 1670; d. 1723. 

William, b. 1 July 1672; d. 17h8. 

Robert, b. 6 Nov. 167; d. 17h8. 

Abner, b. 4 Dec. 1676; d. 11 May 1759. 

Thomas, b. 22 July 1679; d. 25 Apr. 1752. 

Susannah, b. 1 Dec. 16813; m. 23 Dec. 1700, Richard 
Briggs, b. 1 Feb. 1674/5, d. 1733; eight children. 

Peleg, b. k Dec. 1683; d. 13 Sept. 1763. 


16. Michael® Spencer (Michael!), born about 1648, 


died at East Greenwich, R.I., 16 Mar. 1722/3; will 23 

Mar. 1723?, proved 30 Mar. 1723; married about 1672, 

Rebecca Sweetman, living 1723, daughter of Thomas. 
Children, born at Cambridge, Mass.: 


Rebecca>, b. Nov. 1673. 

Susannah, b. 6 Avr. 1680; m. at East Greenwich, R.I., 
Oct. 1708, John Olin. 

Michael, b. 16 Aor. 1682. 

Thomas, b. 3 Feb. 1688. 

Ammi Ruhamah, b. 11 July 1690. 


17. William? Spencer (?Michaell), probably born as 
early as 1652 if son of Michael, which is doubtful, 
otherwise may have been several years younger, died at 
East Haddam, Conn., early in 1712/13; inventory taken 
6 Feb. 1712/13; married Sarah Ackley, who was living at 
Colchester, Conn., in 1721, daughter of Nicholas. 

William first appears in Saybrook, Conn., 13 Jan. 
1685/6, when he bought a right there from James Harris. 
On 9 Feb. 1732/3, William Spencer of Colchester, son of 
William Spencer, formerly of Saybrook, late of Haddam, 
dec'd, sold a £2) right in Saybrook "which did belong 
to my Hond father" [Saybrook Deeds, 1:169; 4:86]. 

William? »bought land in Haddam, Feb. 1703/4, from 
John Chapman, part of the consideration being that he 
should teach the three sons of Chapman to "write and 
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sipher as far as is needful and vsuall." He settled 
there and became Town Clerk. 
Children, recorded at East Haddam: 


i. Mary?, b. 1 Sept. 1687; m. Capt. Jonathan Dunham, b. 

ca. 1693, d. at Sharon, Conn., 28 Feb. 1745 in 52d 
yr. (g.8.). 

Alexander, b. 16 July 1694; d. 1761. 

Sarah, b. 1 Mar. 1696; living 171h, then unm. 

Hannah, b. 16 July 1698; m. by 1713, Samuel Chanman of 
Colchester, b. by 1690, living at Sharon in 1760. He 
m. (2) by 1733, Sarah Cahoon, b. at Warwick, R.I., 
1h Mar. 1704/5. 

William, b. 3 June 1706; d. after 179. 


18. John@ Spencer (cerard?), born about 1636, died 
at Haddam, Conn., 3 Aug. 16082; inventory of estate, 7 
Aug. 1682; married about 1665, Rebecca Hayward, born at 
Windsor, Conn., 17 Aug. 16048, died before 1682, daugh- 
ter of Robert. 

Chilaren, born at Haddam: 


i. Rebecca3, b. Mar. 1666/7; d. before 1736; m. at Hart- 
ford, 23 May 1699, John Ackley, b. ca. 1662, d. at 
East Haddam, 25 Aug. 1736. 
ii. Gerard (Jared), b. Jan. 1669; d. 2u Nov. 17hh. 
iii. Benjamin, b. Mar. 1671; living 1682. 
iv. Lydia, b. in 1673; divorced after m. (of Windsor at 
marriage) in 1694, John Ventres, b. at Farmington, 
8 Dec. 1657, d. at Haddam, 3 Jan. 1736/7 ae. abt. 81. 
He m. (2) 22 Apr. 1709, Mercy 
Grace, bp. 24 Sept. 1676; d. at Colchester, Conn., 12 
May 17143; m. at Hartford, 21 Jan. 1695/6, John Day, 
b. abt. 1676, d. Nov. 1752 ae. 75, son of John. 
The Grace who m. Day has sometimes been identified 
as her cousin (see No. 20, i). 


19. Thomas© Spencer (Gerard!), born about 1648, died 
at Saybrook, Conn., 3 Feb. 1699/1700; for reccrds of 
his estate, see The American Genealogist, 19:218; mar- 
ried first, about 1672, Elizabeth Bates, daughter of 
James; probably marriec second, Elizabeth Waller, living 
1734, daughter of William of Lyme. 

Elizabeth Spencer, a widow, of Saybrook, calling her 
self daughter of William Waller, Jr., yed land in 
Lyme in 1722 and 173k [Lyme Deeds, 5:278; 6:31]. It is 
difficult to find a husband for her unless she was a 
second wife of Thomas Spencer of Saybrook, who left a 
surviving widow Elizabeth; and if she was, that may ex- 
plain the wide gap in his children preceding the birth 
of Caleb. 

Children by first wife, born at Haddam: 
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Jared?, b. 8 Oct. 1673; d. 1753-b. 
Hannah, bp. 2h Sept. 1676; not named in probate. 
- Thomas, b. 1 Apr. 1679; bp. 2 Nov. 1679; d. after 1757. 


Child, probably by second wife, born at Saybrook: 
52 iv. Caleb, b. 19 Jan. 1695/6; d. 28 Aug. 1782. 


20. Samuel® Spencer (Gerard!), born about 1650, died 
at East Haddam, Conn., 7 Aug. 1705; inventory, 7 Feb. 
1705/6; married first, about 1673, Hannah (Willey) (Hun- 
gerford) Blatchford, who died about 1681, daughter of 
Isaac Willey, widow of Thomas Hungerford (died 1663) and 
of Peter Blatchford (died 1671); married second, in 
1689, Miriam (Moore) Willey, born [say 1655], living 
1706, daughter of Miles Moore, widow of John Willey. 

John Spencer of Haddam East Side, Administrator of 
his father Samuel's estate, conveyed 8 Feb. 1709/10 to 
his brother Isaac and sister Hannah Spencer. On 1k Feb. 
1717/18, John and Isaac Spencer conveyed to John Picke 
and Hannah his wife; and the same date, said Picke and 
wife of Haddam conveyed to John and Isaac Spencer, 
right to estate which belonged to Peter Blachford or 
Peter Blachford Jr. his son, also right "our father" 
Samuel Spencer had in that estate [East Haddam Deeds, 
1:50, 234, 235]. 

Children by first wife, born at Haddam: 


i. Grace3, b. 27 July 167; d. young, we judge from the 
dee?s mentione? above. 
53 ii. John, b. 17 Sept. 1676; bp. 9 July 170k (adult); d. 17/9. 
54 iii. Isaac, b. 8 Jan. 1678/9; bp. 2h Dec. 1704 (adult); d. 
10 Feb. 1751. 


Child, perhaps by second wife: 


iv. Hannah, b. (say 1690); bp. 9 Mar. 1707 (adult); m. at 
New London (but called "of Machamoodus"), 12 May 1712, 
John Pike, b. at New London, Nov. 1690, son of John. 


21. Timothy Spencer (Gerard!), born about 1652, 
died at Haddam, Conn., in 170\; inventory, 6 May 170l; 
married by 1675, Sarah Clark, who died before him or 
about the same time, daughter of William of Haddam. 

Children, born at Haddam: 


55 i. Timothy?, b. ca. 1677; d. 29 Mar. 1732. 
ii. Sarah, b. ca. 1679; m. ca. 1700, Joseph Chapman, b. at 
Saybrook, 31 July 1673, d. tnere 1732, son of Capt. 
John and Elizabeth (Seamon) Chapman. 
iii. Hannah, b. ca. 1681; d. ca. 1705; m. Azariah Dickinson; 
no children. He m. (2) by 1706, Mary ° 
iv. Deborah, b. ca. 1683; d. 1h Oct. 1750; m. at East, Had- 
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dam, 3 Dec. 1702, John Hungerford, b. 1673, 4. 178, 
son of Thomas and Mary; res. Hadlyme. 
v. Ruth, b. ca. 1689; m. Henry Williams of East Haddam. 
vi. Jonathan, b. ca. 10923; 4. 13 Dec. 171, unm. 


22. William® Spencer (Gerard!), born about 1656, 
died at East Haddam, Conn., in 1731; married Margaret 
Bates, born 19 June 1664, daughter of James. 

Since Margaret was three months under 17 years old 
when William's first child was born, it has been sugges 
ted that this child was by a first unknown wife. That 
is quite possible, but not necessarily so. 

Chilaren, born at Haddam: 


Joseph>, b. 23 Mar. 1680/1; bp. Middletown, 3 Sent. 
1682; 4d. 19 Dec. 171h. 

Elizabeth, b. 5 Sent. 1685; bp. Hartfor’, 6 June 1686. 

Hezekiah, bp. Middletown, 10 Aug. 1690; d. young. 

James, 6. 2, Feb. 1691; 4. 15 Dec. 1758. 

Micajah, b. 15 June 1693; bp. Middletown, 3 Nov. 1695; 
d. 18 Apr. 1753. 

Margaret, b. 5 Sept. 1695; bp. Middletown, 1 Oct. 1699. 

Hezekiah, b. 6 Apr. 1697; d. 1779. 

William, b. 16 Sent. 1699; d. after 177. 

Jonathan, b. 22 Sept. 1702. 

Ichabod, b. 19 May 1704; d. 13 Nov. 1776. 


Nathaniel¢ Spencer (Gerard+), born about 1658, 
died at Hadcam, Conn., before 1722; married first, about 
1681, Lydia Smith, daughter of Thomas; married second, 
Hannah -———. 

Children by first wife, born at Haddam: 


Lydia?, b. 20 Aug. 1682; bp. 8 June 168k. 
Nathaniel, b. 15 July 1683; 4d. after 1761. 
Elizabeth, b. 18 Jan. 1686/7. 
John, b. 30 Mar. 1688/9; d. ca. 1772. 
Mary, b. 9 June 1692; d. at Wethersfield, Conn., 28 
Oct. 1751 in 60th yr. (g.s.); m. 10 Apr. 1712, Samuel 
Belden, b. 25 July 1689, d. 31 July 1771. 
- Daniel, b. 20 Aug. 1694; 4. 1770-1. 
vii. Susanna, b. 8 Nov. 1696. 
viii. Dorothy, b. 8 Mar. 1699; bp. 1 Oct. 1699. 
66 ix. Phinehas, b. 20 Mar. 1701; a. 


2k. Samuel> Spencer {Samel®, William), born at 


Hartford, Conn., about 1668, died at Bolton, Conn., 26 
Mar. 1748 in 80th yr.; will 19 Jan. 1742, proved 6 July 
1748; married at Hartford, 16 Sept. 1696, Hephzibah 
Church, born about 1679, died at Bolton, 13 Sept. 1745 
in 66th year, daughter of Edward Church. 

Children (ii to vii born at Colchester): 
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i. William4, b. 7 Feb. 1698/9; d. 28 Sept. 1702. 
ii. Hephzibah, b. 5 Dec. 1701; bp. ll Dec. 1701; m. at Bol- 

ton, 18 Nov. 1728, Benjamin Smith, of Haddam, b. ca. 
1700, 4d. 1777. Goodwin, Gen. Notes, states that she 
m. (1) Smith of Haddam and (2) 30 Nov. 1732, 
Azariah Dickinson. But her marriage to Benjamin Smith 
is recor’ed at Bolton; the children of Benjamin and 
Heohzibah are recorded at Haddam; and Benjamin did 
not died in time for her to marry Dickinson. Dickin- 
son did have a wife Hephzibah (m. 30 Nov. 1732), but 
she d. 18 July 1754 in h7th yr. (g.s.), which would 
make her six years younger than Hephzibah Spencer. 
The Griswold Gen. (2:111) wrongly identifies the Ben- 
janin Smith who m. Anne Griswold at Bolton 15 June 
1739, with the same Benjamin who m. Hephzibah Spencer 
over ten years earlier. 

67 iii. Samuel, b. 8 Mar. 1704/5; d. 2 Feb. 1796. 

68 iv. William, b. 9 Aug. 1708; bp. 15 Aug. 1708; 4. 1782. 

69 v. Edward, b. 29 Apr. 1711; d. 26 Mar. 1790. 

vi. Sarah, b. Sept. 171h; 4. in Susquehanna Co., Pa.; m. 
Downer, 

70 vii. Caleb, b. 28 June 1718; d. 

71 viii. Job, b. in 1722; d. 20 Feb. 1800. 

72 ix. Philip, b. at Bolton, 30 June 172h; 4. 8 May 1815. 


25. Obadiah> Spencer (Obadiah®, Thomas!), born at 
Hartford, Conn., about 1606, died there 22 Aug. 1741; 
will 27 Feb. 1732/3, proved 1 Dec. 1741; married Ruth 
Kelsey, born about 1676, died after 1733, daughter of 
Mark Kelsey. 

Children, born at Hartford: 


73 Obadiah", ». 29 July 1695; bp. h Aug. 1695; 4. 1783. 

Stevhen, b. 16 Mar. 1701/2; bo. 29 Mar. 1702; d. 2 
Seot. 1760. 

b. 15 Mar. 1703/3; bp. 19 Mar. 1703/l3; a. 
1763. 

monies» b. 10 June 1705; bp. 9 June 1706; d. 31 May 
1760. 

Caleb, b. 26 Apr. 1709; bp. 1 May 1709; d, 1 Mar. 1788. 


26. Thomas? Spencer (Obadiah©, Thomas!), born at 
Hartford, Conn., about 1668, died at East Hartford, 1) 
June 1761 in 96th year (g.s.); will 4 Feb. 1750/1, proved 
7 July 1761; married Sarah Meakins, baptized 19 Apr. 
1674, died 22 July 1741 in 69th year (g.s.), daughter 
of John Meakins. 

Children, born at Hartford: 


78 i. Thomas#, b. 8 Sept. 1695; d. 1775. 
ii. Sarah, b. 15 May 1697; m. John Burnham, Jr. 
iii. Mary, bp. 12 Nov. 1699. 
iv. Joseph, bp. 1 Mar. 1701/23; d. young. 

79 v. Joseph, b. 12 June 1703; d. 1761. 
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8O vi. Silas, b. 27 Apr. 1706; bp. 12 May 1706; 4. 
81 vii. Gideon, b. 25 July 1708; d. 
82 viii. Timothy, b. 25 July 17(10-1h); d. 1789. 
ix. Lois, t. 15 Jan. 1717; m. at East Hartford, 6 June 1735, 
Nr. Damon. 


2i- Samuel? Spencer (Obadiah*, Thomas?), born at 
Hartford, Conn., about 1070, died at Middletown, Conn., 
in 1756; will 3 Apr. 1750, proved 2 July 1756; married 
about 1695, Deborah Beckley, daughter of John. 
Children, born at Hartford: 


i. John’ b. 10 Oct. 1696; bp. 1] Oct. 1696; d. 12 Mar. 

1758. 

Mehitabel, bp. 5 Mar. 1697/8; m. 10 Aug. 1726, Samuel 
Bishop, b. at Guilford, 1) Mar. 1699; res. Litchfield. 

Deborah, bp. 28 Apr. 1700; m. at Hartford, 25 Jan. 
1716/17, William Roberts. 

Hannah, b. 27 Mar. 1703; bp. 5 July 1702; 4. young. 

Nathaniel, b. 5 Dec. 170; bo. 10 Dec. 4. 177k. 

Abigail, b. 23 Nov. 1707; living unm. 1770. 

Lucy, b. 7 Sept. 1710; bo. 10 Sent. 1710; d. 13 July 
1796; m. Nov. 1730, Joseph Critten7ten, of Guilford. 

Hannah, bo. 10 Jan. 1713/13 d. young. 

Samuel, b. 7 May 1717; bp. 12 May 1717; d. young. 


28. Bbenezer3 Spencer (Obadiah*, Thomas+), born at 
Hartford, Conn., about 1073, died at Enfield, Conn., by 
1743; married first, 28 Feb. 1699, Mary Booth, who died 
at infield, 3 Sept. 1724, daughter of Simeon Booth; 
married second, at Enfield, 8 Mar. 1725/6, Patience 
(French) Firman, widcw of James Firman. She married 
third, 25 Oct. 1749, Ephraim Coleman of Coventry. 

He lived a short time in Colchester, being of that 
town when he bought land in Enfield, 8 Jan. 1719/20 
[list. of Enfield, 3:207]. 

Children by first wife, first six born at Hartford: 


i. Jerusha4, bp. 19 Jan. 1700/1. 
ii. Abigail, br. 3 May 1703. 
iii. Anne, bv. 22 Apr. 1705; m. at Enfield, 10 May 1733, 
Israel Markham, of ‘'indham. 
8S iv. Ebenezer, bv. 6 July 1707; d. 20 Nov. 1787. 
v. Hezekiah, bo. 12 Feb. 1709/10; d. young. 
vi. A daughter, bp. 15 Aug. 171). 
86 vii. Hezekiah, b. ca. 1717; d. 6 Apr. 1793. 
viii. Irene, b. at Enfield, 12 June 1721; d. 16 Avr. 1723. 


29. John? Spencer (Obadiah®, Thomas!), born at 
Hartford, Conn., about 1677, died at East Hartford, 8 
July 1750 (1751j; will 2 May 1748, proved 3 Sept. 1751; 
married at Hartford, 14 Oct. 1703, Sarah Smith, born 
Apr. 1674, died 28 Sept. 1764, daughter of Joseph. 
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born at Hartford: 


Benjamin, bp. 10 Sept. 170k; d. young. 

Zebulon, bp. 22 Sent. 1706; d. 31 Jan. 1783. 

Dorcas, bp. 2 May 1708; living 1782; m. John Dodd. 

Isabel, b. 22(?) Mar. 1709/10; bp. 19 Mar. 1709/10; arn. 
to church, 8 Apr. 1733; 4d. s. p. before 1748. 

Sarah, bp. 30 Aug. 1713; m. John Birdwell or Burdwell. 

os agg 2h Sept.(?) 1715; bp. 24 July 1715; d. 6 Feb. 
1796. 


Disborough? Spencer (Obadiah®, Thomas?), born at 


Hartford, Conn., about 1679, died at East Hartford, in 
17633 will |, May 1763, proved 27 Dec. 1763; married 


first, 


at Hartford, 27 Mar. 


1701, Abigail Elmer, born 


about 1679, died 17 Feb. 1725, aged 45, daughter of 
Samuel; married second, before 1745, Sarah (Arnold) 
Case, living in 1763, widow of John Case. 

Children by first wife, born at Hartford: 


iii. 


iv. 


89 v. 
90 vi. 
vii. 
viii. 


ix. 
x. 


31. 


Abigail4, Slate. 

Hannah, bp. 26 Jan. 1704/5; m. Noah Brooks. 

Namaris, bp. 22 Sept. 1706; m. at East Hartford, 8 July 
1731, David Burnham. 

Charles, b. 12 Apr. 1708; bp. 18 Avr. 1708; d. young. 

aed b. 30 Apr. 1710; bp. 30 Apr. 1710; d. 18 July 
17 

Asahel, bp. 28 June 1713; d. 17h. 

Rachel, bp. 22 May 1715; m. Thomas Trill. 

Amy, bp. 6 Aug. 1717; m. at Zast Hartford, 6 Apr. 1736, 
Gideon Benjamin. 

Jedidiah, bp. 17 Avr. 17203 4. 20 Sert. 1771. 

Jerusha, bp. Aug. 1723; 4. young. 


Samuel3 Spencer (Thomas@, Thomas!), born at 


Hartford, Conn., [say 1674], died at Suffield, Conn., 


23 Nov. 1743; married at Roxbury, Mass., 18 Mar. 1700, 

slizabeth Mascraft, born at Sudbury, Mass., 1 Feb. 1669, 

daughter of Daniel and Mary (Gorton) Mascraft. 
Children, born at Suffield: 


92 i. Thomas4, b. 13 Jan. 1701/23 4. Feb. 175h. 
93 ii. MYaniel, b. 22 Nov. 170(k); d. 1 Dec. 1772. 


32. 


William? Spencer (Thomas, Thomas!), born at 
Hartford, Conn., [say 1677], died at Suffield, Conn., 
Dec. 1745 [sic]; adm'n on estate granted 12 Mar. 17\l/5; 


married 18 Apr. ;704, Mehitabel Mascraft, born at Rox- 

bury, Mass., 29 Jan. 1683/4, died at Suffield, 7 Aug. 

1769, daughter of Daniel and Mary (Gorton) Mascraft. 
Children, born at Suffield: 


i. Mary, bd. 11 Mar. 1704/5; living 1765; non compos 
mentis. 
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Abigail, b. 1 May 1706; m. (1) 1h Sept. 1726, Benjamin 
Crofut, of Springfield, Mass., son of John; m. (2) 23 
Nov. 1761, Benjamin Wright. 
William, b. 7 Feb. 1707/8; d. 11 Dec. 1709. 
7“, 21 Feb. 1710/11; bp. 24 June 1711; d. 1) Sent. 
171k. 
. Ann, bp. 16 Nov. 17123 d. young. 
9h vi. John, b. (say 1714); d. 22 Oct. 1777. 
95 vii. William, b. (say 1716); d. ca. Dec. 1771. 
viii. Ann, bp. 23 Aug. 17243; non compos mentis. 


336 John3 Spencer (Samuel‘, Thomas), born [say 
1634;, died at Windham, Conn., 5 Apr. 17723; will 22 Apr. 
1752, disallowed 17 July 1772; married first, 29 Aug. 
1711, slizabeth Falmer, who died 1 July 1750; married 
second, at Mansfield, Conn., 24 Jan. 1/50/1, Eleanor 
Arnold, who died in 178) (adm'n on estate). 

Children by first wife, born at \Windham: 

Ebenezer4, b. 8 May 1714; d. 28 Apr. 178. 
Anne, b. 6 May 1717; living unm. 1752. 
Elizabeth, b. 22 July 1719; d. 18 Dec. 17h2. 
Jerusha, b. 19 July 1721; d. 23 June 17hh. 

John, b. 2u Jan. 1723/3 d. 6 Mar. 1766. 
Samuel, b. 15 Jume 1729; d. 12 Apr. 1718. 

David (twin), b. 27 May 1731; d. 2u Jan. 1805. 
Deborah (twin), b. 27 May 1731; d. 16 Oct. 1735. 


3h. Jared3 Spencer ( Jared“, Thomas:), born at Hart- 
ford, Conn., 15 Jan. 1682/3, died at New Hartford, 
Conn., 13 June 1754, aged 72 (¢.s.); married at Hart- 
ford, 10 June 1708, Sarah Day, baptized at Hartford, 19 
Sept. 1686, died at New Hartford, Sept. 1767, aged 84, 
daughter of John Day. 

Chiluren, born at Hurtford: 


4. Hannah, b. 16(7) Feb. 1708/9; bp. 2 Feb. 1708/9; m. (1) 

8 June 1729, Henry Nicholson; m. (2) Nathaniel White. 

John, b. 20 Dec. 1710; bp. 29 Dec. 1710; d. 2k June 
1780. 

Susannah. 

Elizabeth, b. 1h Apr. 1716; bp. 22 Avr. 1716; m. Daniel 
Bartholomew. 

Nathaniel Bearding, bo. 10 May 172k; d. 26 July 1773. 


35 to 4S. The records of the Rhode Island branch 
are as yet so imperfect in the fourth generation, add- 
ing so little to what may readily be found in the pub- 
lished works of Austin and Arnold, that it is felt in- 
advisable to give space to them at the present time. 
heference numbers have been reserved for the sons in 
the fourth generation, and it is hoped that this sec- 
tion ma, be published at some time in the future, if we 
are enabled to obtain data from the unpublished sources. 
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L6. Alexander? Spencer (William, ?Micheel-), born 
(recorded Hast HaddayConn.), 16 July 1094s died in the 
Oblong, Crum Elbow Frecinct, N.Y., in 1/761; will 12 Dec. 
1760, proved at Sharon, 2 Mar. 1761; married by 1722, 
Ann Ackley, daughter of Thomas. 

He was of Colchester, Conn., in deeds in 1721 and 
1728; removed about 1741 to Sharon, Conn. 

Children: 


140 - Alexander4, be 3; living 1767. 
ii. Ann, m. before 1746, Theophilus Smith, of Sharon. 
iii. Hannah. 
iv. Mehitabel, m. Phineas Fountain. 
v. Rachel. 


47. William? Spencer (William®, ?Michael!), born at 
East Haddam, Conn., 3 June 1706; probably married. 

in deeas he was of Colchester in 1728, of Sharon, 
1741. He bought and sold land in Norwalk, Conn., but 
never lived there. He sold his last land in Sharon 
13 Dec. 1749, to Matthew Fuller [Sharon Deeds, 2:4,86). 

Family not found. Possible son: 


1h1 i. Thomas4, b. by 1728; in 176 witnessed with William 
Spencer (No. 7) a deed of Alexander Spencer (No. 6) 
(Sharon Deeds, 2:282). He could have been a son of 
Alexan“er and named for his maternal grandfather, 
Thomas Ackley; but if so, he died early, as he had no 
deed from Alexander and was not mentioned in Alexan- 
der's will. 


48. Sergt. Gerard? (or Jared) Spencer (John*, Ger- 
ardl), born at Haddam, Conn., Jan. 1669, died there 2k 
Nov. 1744, aged 76; will 6 June 1738, proved 17 Dec. 
174); married 12 Nov. 1691, Deborah Birge, born 26 Nov. 
1671, living 1738, daughter of Daniel. 

Children, born at Haddam: 


i. John4, b. 17 Oct. 1692; d. 17 Jan. 1693/h. 
lu di. John, b. 28 Mar. 169; d. 26 Apr. 1735. 
iii. Deborah, b. 5 Dec. 16973; d. ca. 1726-7; m. 18 Oct. 1725, 
Stephen Kelsey, of Killingworth, b. 1 May 1697, 4. 
Gerard (Jared), b. 12 Aug. 1699: d. before 1753. 
Benjamin, b. 21 Apr. 1702; d.after 1771. 
lydia, b. 20 Aug. 1705; d. before 1738; probably m. 
Ichabod Warner, b. at Saybrook, 8 July 170k, son of 
Andrew. Her sons Daniel andi John Warner are named in 
her father's will. 
147 vii. Daniel, b. ca. 17073 d. 17h5. 
148 viii. Evohraim, b. ca. 170912; d. 17h5. 


50. Capt. Jared? Spencer (Thomas¢, Gerard!) born at 
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Haddam, Conn., 8 Oct. 1673, died at Saybrook, Conn., 
1753-4; will 21 Aug. 1751, codicil 26 Feb. 1751/2, prov- 
ed 11 Jan. 1754; married first, Aug. 1702, Sarah Dourc- 
las, born at New London, Conn., 2 Apr. 1671, daughter 
of Deacon William Douglas; married second, after 1713, 
Elizabeth (Hill) Dudley, born at Middletown, Conn., 
Sept. 1079, died before 1751, daughter of Thomas Hill, 
widow of Samuel Dudley. 

Children by first wife, born at Saybrook: 


149 4. Jomathan4, bd. (say 170k). 
150 ii. Samuel, b. ca. 1706; d. & Oct. 1779. 
iii. (perhaps) Sarah, b. (say 1708); d. at Westbrook, 12 
Mar. 1728/9; m. there 21 May 1728, Samuel Jones, Jr., 
b. 11 Dec. 1698; no children. 


Children, possibly by second wife: 


iv. Elizabeth, m. 15 Mar. 1738/9, Samuel Carter; in 1754 
they were of Rumbout Precinct, Dutchess Co., N.Y. 
(Saybrook Deeds, 7:26). 

v. Hannah, in 175 still name4? Svencer, of Saytrook (ibid.). 


Sl. Thomas2 Spencer (Thomas¢, Gerardl), born at Had- 
dam, Conn., 1 Apr. 1679, died after 1757 (then living 
in Groton, Conn.); married first, 2 Sept. 1702, Anna 
Douglas, born at New London, 24 May 1630, daughter of 


Deacon William Douglas; married second, between 1722 
and 1/27, Elizabeth (Sheather) Kelsey, born at hilling- 
worth, 20 Nov. 1679, daughter of John and Elizabeth 
(Wellman) Sheather, widow of William Kelsey. 

He and his son Thomas were Baptists in 17.5. No pro- 
bate is seen in Connecticut. Thomas conveyed his Say- 
brook land to his son Thomas, his Groton land to his 
son Jabez. 

Children by first wife, born at Saybrook: 


i. a child4, b. and d. & Sevt. 1703. 
ii. Temperance, b. k Oct. 170k; 31 Oct. 1746; m. 5 Oct. 
1731, David Blatchley. 
iii. Anne, b. 13 Jan. 1706/7; d. 16 Feb. 1786 in 80th yr.; 
m. (1) 15 Dec. 1730, Michael Hill, b. 22 Oct. 1698, 
d. 23 June 1753; m. (2) by contract dated 18 Aor. 
1754, Dea. Samuel Bushnell, b. 12 Mar. 1699/1700, 4. 
Oct. 1772. 
Thomas, b. 26 Feb. 1708/9; d. 176k. 
v. Rebecca, b. 5 Aug. 1/12 (17117); name was Spencer in 
1757; m. 28 June 1738, Ephraim Spencer (No. 148). 
vi. Consider, b. 8 Apr. 1713; m. at Bethlehem, Conn., 21 
Avr. 1752, Kenjamin Wheeler, b. at Woodbury, 21 July 
1706. 
152 vii. Jabez, b. in 1715/16; living 1790. 
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52. Ensign Caleb? Spencer (‘Thomas®, Gerard!), born 
at Saybrook, Conn., 19 Jan. 1695/6, died there 28 Aug. 
1782, aged 87; will 12 Aug. 1769, proved 16 Sept. 1732; 
a weaver; married first, 29 July 1719, Hannah [probably 
Hudson], who died Sept. 1768, believed to be the daugh- 
ter Hannah Spencer named in 1729 in the will of Jona- 
than Hudson of Shelter Island [N. Y¥. Wills, 11:161); 
married second, 15 June 1769, Temperance (Whittlesey) 
Wright, born 30 Aug. 1703, widow of James Wright, Jr. 

Children by; first wife, born at Saybrook: 


Joseph", b. 18 Apr. 1720; d. 18 Feb. 1810. 

Mary, b. 19 Sept. 1721; m. Jonathan Lay. 

Caleb, b. 8 Dec. 172k; d. 30 Sent. 1783. 

Hannah, b. 13 Feb. 1727; d. young. 

Lemuel, bd. 14 Mar. 1729; d. 30 Mar. 1729. 

John, b. 15 Feb. 1730; d. 1809. 

Sarah, b. 21 Feb. 1731/2; bn. 27 Feb. 1731/23; d. Aug. 
1788 ae. 54; m. 11 Dec. 1754, Zadoc Williams, b. 12 
Feb. 1723, d. Dec. 179 ae. 69. 

Jemima, b. 3 Aug. 173k; bp. & Aug. 1734; perhaps the 
"Widow L'Homredieu" who d. 26 May 1807; m. 8 Sept. 
1762, Henry L'Hommedieu, who 4. & June 1791. 


53. John> Spencer (Samuel¢, Gerardl), born at Had- 
dam, Conn., 17 Sept. 1676, died at East Haddam, Conn., 
in 1749; will 15 Apr. 1743, proved 10 Nov. 1749; mar- 
ried first, Elizabeth ———, who died 15 June 1725; 
married second, about 1725-6, Ruth Watrous, born at 
Lyme, Conn., 31 July 1687, died at Haddam, 26 Jan. 177h, 
aged 86 (g.s.), daughter of Isaac and Sarah (Pratt) 
Watrous [proof of her identity, Lyme Deeds, 7:11]. 

Children by first wife, born at Last Haddam: 


i. Grace4, b. 29 Nov. 1702; bp. 9 July 170k; living 17h3; 
probably m. 

Hannah, b. 8 Apr. 1705; bp. 3 June 1705; d. before 15 
Apr. 173; m. (rec. Mid@letown), 3 Jan. 1733/h, Capt. 
Joshua Brainard. 

Elizabeth, b. 15 Mar. 1707; bp. 27 Apr. 1707; m. at East 
Haddam, 12 Oct. 1727, Josevh Bate. 

om b. 24 Jan. 1708/9; bp. 17 Avr. 1709; d. 20 Oct. 

70. 

Peter, bp. 22 July 1711; d. 

Sarah, b. 6 Mar. 1714; bp. 16 Aug. 171k; m. 6 Jan. 
1736/7, James Smith, who d. at Waterbury, Conn., 23 
Mar. 1777, son of John. 

Dorothy, b. 1h Feb. 17163; bp. 22 Avr. 1716; m. 12 Dec. 
1734, James Bate. 

Mary, b. Aug. 1716 (sic:1718); bp. 2 Nov. 1718; d. 
young . 

Ebenezer, b. 1 Feb. 1721; bp. 26 Mar. 1721; d. 2 Aug. 
1796. 


153 i. 
ii. 
154 iii. 
iv. 
Vv. 
155 vi. 
vii. 
viii. 
i 
Li 
156 i 
157 
v 
vi 
vii 
158 


THE FOUR SPENCER BROTHERS 179 
Children by second wife, born at [East Haddam?]: 


x. Mary, b. ca. 1726; m. 28 Oct. 1746, Samuel Baker, son 
of Joseph of Tolland. 

xi, Ruth, b. ca. 1/28; d. 6 July 1777 ae. h9 (g.s., Had- 
lyme ). 


54. Deacon Isaac? Spencer (Samuel®, Gerard?), born 
at Haddam, Conn., 8 Jan. 1678/9, died at East Haddam, 
10 Feb. 1751 in 72nd year (¢g.s.); married at East Had- 
dam, 2 Oct. 1707, Mary Selden, born at Hadley, Mass., 
5S Mar. 1688/9, daughter of Joseph and Rebecca (Church) 
Selden. 

Children, born at East Haddam: 


159 i. Samuel, 10 July 1708; d. Sept. 1757. 
ii. Mary, b. 2y4 June 1710; m. (1) 1h Mar. 1728, Daniel 
Cone, b. 9 May 1701, 4. June 1756; m. (2) in 1760, 
Phineas Norton of Newton, Mass. 
Rebecca, b. 1 Aug. 1712; m. 28 Dec. 1738, Daniel Olm- 
sted, bp. at East Haddam, 7 Oct. 1711. 
Josevh, b. 3 Oct. 171h3 d. 13 Jan. 1789. 
Esther, b. 16 Dec. 1716; d. ca. 1780; m. 6 Jan. 1736/7, 
Daniel Brainard. 
161 Jared, b. 5 Nov. 1718; d. ca. 1762. 
162 Elihu, b. 12 Feb. 1721; d. 27 Dec. 178u. 
163 viii. Isaac, b. 3 May 1723; d. 1/87. 
ix. Mehitabel, b. 29 Mar. 1725. 
x. Hannah, bp. 26 Nov. 1727. 
xi. Ann, b. 29 Nov. 17293; d. 23 Sept. 176 (3 Sept. 17h6 
ae. 17, g.s.). 
16, xii. Israel, b. 30-Jan. 1731/2; d. 18 Nov. 1813. 


2, Gerara!), born at 


5S. Timothy? Spencer (Timothy 
Haddam, Conn., about 167/, died there 29 Mar. 1732; 
will 27 Mar. 1732. proved 6 June 1732; married Sept. 
1702, Abigail 

Children, born at Haddam: 


Abigail, b. 6 Sept. 1703; m. 5 Mar. 1729/30, Richard 
Walkley, Jr., b. 18 Jan. 1704/5. 
Timothy, b. 11 Mar. 1704/5; d. 
Hannah, b. 28 Jan. 1706/7; living unm. 1736 (deed). 
Zebulon, b. 6 May 1709; d. Mar. 1732. 
Deborah, b. 19 Feb. 1711/12; m. 2 Feb. 1737, Stephen 
Smith, Jr. 
Jonathan, b. 1 Sent. 1713; d. 23 Avr. 1735 in 22nd yr.; 
will proved 7 Oct. 1735. 
vii. Elizabeth, b. ca. 1717. 
viii. Martha, b. 7 Aug. 1720. 
ix. Simeon, b. 10 Feb. 1723/y43; 4d. 12 Sevt. 1735. 


56. Joseph? Spencer (William@, Gerard!), born at 
Haddam, Conn., 23 Mar. 1680/1, died at East Haddam, 19 


| 
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Dec. 17143; inventory taken 14 Jan. 1714/15; married 


Hannah 


- She married second, 20 Sept. 1717, Rich- 


ard Furple. 
Children, born at East Haddam: 


i. Elizabeth#, b. 10 Aug. 1712. 


166 ii. 


S7. 


Haddam, Conn., 24 Feb. 1691 


Joseph, b. 6 Jan. 1712/13; d. 31 Mar. 17h7 


James? Spencer (William, Gerardl), born at 
died at East Haddam, 15 


Dec. 1758; will 13 June 1754, proved 1 Jan. 1759; mar- 
ried first, 1, Jan. 1720/1, Hannah Crippen, born 25 May 
1703, died after 1742, daughter of Thomas Crippen, who 
conveyed land to her on 5 Aug. 1734 [East Haddam Deeds, 
2:508]; married second, Lydia Mott, born at Lyme, Conn., 


22 Mar. 


1706, died at East Haddam, 2 Jan. 1762, daugh- 


ter of Samuel and Mary (Brockway) Mott. 
The second marriage is proved by Lyme Deeds [16:399], 
a conveyance given by Lydia Spencer of East Haddam in 
1759; the will of Samuel Mott, 20 Aus. 1751, proved 16 
Apr. 1753, calls her Lydia Ackley, so she was a widow. 
Children by first wife, born at East Haddam: 


i. 
167 iii. 

iv. 


168 v. 
169 vi. 
170 vii. 
171 viii. 
172 ix. 


58. 
born at 
dam, in 


Mary4, b. 10 Sept. 1722. 

Hannah, b. 2 Dec. 17243; m. 14 Jan. 1746/7, Jonathan 
Spencer (No. 173). 

Thomas, b. 27 Feb. 1725/6; d. 1801. 

Abigail, b. 2 Aug. 1728; m. 1) June 1753, David Stock- 
in 


g- 
Joel, b. 13 Apr. 1731; d. 

Judah, b. 26 Nov. 1734; d. 10 Apr. 1826. 
Zaccheus, b. 24 Mar. 1738; d. 22 Nov. 176k. 
Frederick, b. 17 Feb. 1739/03 

Aaron, b. 20 July 172; d. 


Sergt. Micajah? Spencer William, Gerara’), 
Haddam, Conn., 15 June 1693, died at East Had- 
17533; will 11 Apr. 1752, proved 21 May 1753; 


married 27 Dec. 1722, Sarah Booge, born at East Haddam, 
3 Aug. 1704, daughter of John and Rebecca (Walkley) 


Booge. 


His wife had a deed from her father, 4 May 1732 [East 
Haddam Deeds, 2:337; see N.Y. Gen. and Biog. Record, 
3:64, for Booge family]. 

Children, born at East Haddam: 


Jonsthen, b. kh Nov. 1723; bp. 1 Dec. 1723; d. 16 Aug. 
Jedidiah, b. 30 Jan. 1725/6; bp. 6 Mar. 1725/6; 4. 1788. 
Rachel, b. 6 Mar. 1728; bp. 14 Apr. 1728; m. 

Willey. 
Gideon, b. 21 Jan. 1729/30; bp. 22 Feb. 1729/30; d. 


|_| 
173 i. 
17h «ii. 

$34, 
175 —s iv. 
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v. asians b. 7 May 1732; bp. 11 June 1732; d. 15 May 
176 


177 vi. Eliakim, b. 3 Oct. 17343 bp. 3 Nov. 1733 d. 
vii. Rebecca, bp. 5 June 1737; probably m. 8 Mar. 1757, Wil- 
liam Fuller, b. at East Haddam, 16 June 1729, d. 
there 25 Dec. 1768. 
178 viii. Zachariah, b. 1 July 171; bp. 9 Aug. 17h1. 
179 ix. Jonah, b. 6 Feb. 17h; bp. 1 Apr. 17hh. 


59. Capt. Hezekiah3 Spencer (William, Gerardl), 
born at Haddam, Conn., 6 Apr. 1697, died at East Ilad- 
dam, in 1779; adm'n on estate, 6 Aug. 1779; married 
Sarah Scovill, born at Haddam, 9 Oct. 1706, daughter 
of Benjamin. 

Children, born at East Haddam: 


Susannah, b. 31 July 1728. 
Sarah, b. 10 Feb. 1730/1; d. 18 June 1750. 
Simeon, b. 25 Apr. 17333; d. 
Mehitabel, b. 19 Dec. 1736. 
Keziah, b. 10 May 1739. 
Elizabeth, b. 29 Jan. 1739/0 (sic: 1740/17). 
Silas, b. 28 Jan. 176; d. 2 Feb. 1827. 
182 viii. Solomon, b. 26 June 178; d. 


60. William? Spencer (William@, Gerard!), born at 
Haddam, Conn., 16 Sept. 1699, living at East Haddam in 
1747; married Lydia 

He gave deeds to his sons Matthias and Jeremiah, 19 
June 1747. He had no will or probate, and may have had 
more children than those given below. 

Attention will here be called to two Spencers of 
East Haddam whom we have failed thus far to connect witr 
the main stem of the fanily. These are John Spencer of 
Middle Haddam who married 4 Nov. 1741 Elizabeth Taylor 
and had seven children baptized there; and Thomas Spen- 
cer with wife Anna who had four children baptized at 
Middle Haddam, 173459 « There is no reason to connect 
them with William’, who is:iperhaps more likely to have 
had additional daughters rather than more sons. Further 
study is needed, and data on these two will be welcome. 

Children: 


183 4. Matthias4, b. ca. 1723; d. 18 Mar. 1812. 
18, ii. Jeremiah, b. (say 1725); 4. 
iii. (probably) Margaret, b. (say 1727); m. 23 June 17h6, 
John Stewart, 2nd. 
iv. Mary, b. 27 Sept. 1736; d. 3 Oct. 1736. 


62. Ichabod? Spencer (William, Gerardl), born at 
Haddam, Conn., 19 May 1704, died at East Haddam, in 
1776; adm'n on estate, 10 Apr. 1776; married at East 
Haddam, 31 Dec. 1730, Susannah Ventres, born 5 Apr.1708, 
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daughter of Moses and Mary Ventres. 
Children, born at East Haddam: 


i. Susannah’, b. 1h Aug. 1730 (sic: 17327); m. hk Apr. 175k, 
Ebenezer Emmons of East Haddam. 
ii. Daniel, b. 4 Oct. 173k; d. young. 
iii. Mary, b. 15 Mar. 1739; m. William Mudge of Windham, Conn. 


63. Nathaniel? Spencer {Nathaniel”, Gerard!), born 
at Haddam, Conn., 15 July 1684, died (perhaps at Spen- 
certown, N.Y.), after 1761; married first, 25 July 1708, 
Hannah ———, who died at Haddam, 20 Feb. 1741/2; mar- 
ried second, at Haddam, 27 Mar. 1744, Elizabeth Lee, 
daughter of Joseph anc Lois (Plumb) Lee. 

His second marriage has usually been assigned erron- 
eously as a first marriage of his son, Nathaniel, Jr. 
He conveyed in 1751 to his "eldest son" Nathaniel and 
"second son" Elisha. In 1756 his son Nathaniel was of 
New Haven, Conn., when he sold the Haddam land received 
from his father, and he bought land in New Haven in 
1756 and was "of New Haven" in another deed here in 
1760. Yet during the period 1756 to 1761, Nathaniel 
and Elizabeth (Lee) Spencer were still having children 
recorded at the Iladdam church. The first wife of Nath- 
aniel, Sr., had died two years before the marriage to 
Elizabeth Lee, and that marriage record does not des- 
cribe him as "Jr." Nathaniel, Sr., was the only man of 
that name living in Haddam from 1756 to 1761, after his 
son's proved removal to New Haven. Hence he is called 
simply "Nathaniel" in church and land records of that 
period, without the designation of "Sr." He sold his 
homestead in 1760, and his last remaining lands in 1761, 
and thereafter disappears from Haddam records. 

His son Jabez was baptized 1 Aug. 1756 and is doubt- 
less the Revolutionary pensioner who stated that he was 
born in "Old Haddam" in 1757, but lacked a written rec- 
ord; he also stated that his father moved’ to Spencer- 
town, N.Y., when he (Jabez) was four, which by his own 
figuring of his age would be 1761, the very year when 
Nathaniel sold out his last holdings at Haddam. Other 
sons of Nathaniel and Elizabeth (Lee) have a proved 
Spencertown connection. Since Nathaniel, Jr., of New 
Haven, named his eldest son Jabez, he is clearly not 
the Nathaniel who by Elizabeth Lee had a surviving son 
Jabez, and there is no indication in New Haven records 
that Nathaniel "Jr." had older children than those by 
his only known wife, Abigail English. 

Children by first wife, born at Haddam: 


i. Hannah, bd. 9 Sept. 1709; d. 1 June or 24 July 1787 in 
78th yr.; m. 12 Sept. 1738, Josiah Brainard, b. May 
1711, d. 8 July 1792 ae. 81, Haddam Neck. 


i 
; 
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ii, Nathaniel, b. 18 July 1712; d. 14 July 171k. 

Susanna, b. 28 Oct. 1713 m. (recorded at Middletown), 
5 June 1735, Daniel Hubbard of Middletown. 

iv. Amos (twin), b. Feb. 1716/17; d. young, since Nathani- 
el (vii) was described as "eldest son" in 1751, and 
the name Amos was given to a son by the second wife. 

v. Elizabeth (twin), b. 4 Feb. 1716/17. 

vi. Lydia, b. 26 May 1720; d. 5 Feb. 177 ae. 27 (g.s.). 

186 vii. Nathaniel, b. 8 Apr. 1723; d. 19 May 1809. 
187 viii. Elisha, b. 26 Aug. 1725; d. 25 Mar. 1812? 
188 ix. Thomas, b. 1 June 1728. 


Children by second wife, born at Haddam: 


189 x. Jonathan, b. 1) Mar. 1745; d. 1821. 

xi. Amos, b. 23 Mar. 1747; bp. 12 Apr. 17h7 (at Haddam, rec- 
ords of Middle Haddam Church); killed by falling of 
tree, Jan. 1760 ae. 11 (Had’am Church rec.). 

190 xii. Eleazer, b. 17 May 1748; 4. 31 Jan. 181). 
191 xiii. (verhaps) Eliphaz, b. (say 1750); aged over 45 in 1800 
Census; d. before Feb. 183). 
xiv. (Reserved for possible children born 1752 and 175h, 
xv. before the vresent Haddam Church records begin) 
193 xvi. Jabez, bp. 1 Aug. 1756. 
xvii. Lois, bp. July 1758. : 
xviii. Seth, b. 7 June (should be Jan) 1761; bp. Mar. 1761. 


64. John? Spencer (Nathaniel“, Gerard!), born at 
Haddam, Conn., 30 Mar. 1689, died at Spencertown, Col- 
umbia Co., N.Y., about 1773, in 85th year [account of 
grandson, Nehemia ; married at Haddam, 18 Feb. 1713/ 
14, Mary ———, born probably 1694-6, died in her 85th 
year. 

He was the founder of Spencertown, but some of his 
children were already "settled" when he removed from 
Haddam, and not all of them accompanied him, though 
eventually most of them followed him. The names of all 
the sons given below were specified by Nehemiah” in his 
account, with the exception of John, who apparently did 
not go to Spencertown. The daughters are placed here 
hypothetically, but Mary almost certainly belongs here, 
since she married at Wilton, Conn., while her brother 
was living there, and except for Simeon, no other mem- 
ber of the Spencer family lived there at that period. 

Children, probably all born at Haddam: 


195 John4, b. 19 May 1715; d. before 1772. 

196 Simeon, b. 12 Aug. 1717; d. ca. 1777. 

197 Joel, b. ca. 17193 4. 25 Feb. 1806, 

198 Ahimaaz, b. ca. 1721; d. 

(perhaps) Lucy, b. ca. 1723; d. at Sharon, Conn., 26 

Nov. 175; m. (recorded at Sharon), 1 Servt. 171, 
Micah Mudge, b. at Hebron, Conn., 6 Mar. 1718, 4. at 
Florida, Montgomery Co., N.Y., 1613 ae. 95, son of 
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Ebenezer. He m. (2) 10 Feb. 1755, Lucy ( ) Chap- 
man, widow of Daniel; and moved from Sharon to Rich- 
mond, Mass., and New Canaan, Columbia Co., N.Y. Ruth, 
dau. of Micah and Lucy = neer), b. 17 Jan. 1748, m. 
Jonathan Spencer (No. 1 9). 
199 vi. Nehemiah, b. 
vii. (probably) Mary, b. (say 1725); m. at Wilton, Conn., 2 
Apr. 1746, Ephraim Ketchum. 
200 viii. Ithamar, b. ca. 17335 d. 
ix. (perhaps) Tabitha, b. (say 1736); 4. at Whitehall, Wash- 
ington Co., N.Y., probably after 1817; m. 31 May 1759, 
Moses Cleveland, b. at Windham, 20 July 1736, 4. at 
Whitehall, ca. 1790-1. They lived for a time in East 
Haddam. Ithamar named a daughter Tabitha, which may 
have been for this Tabitha if she was his sister. 
(Probably other daughters. ) 


65. Daniel? Spencer (Nathaniel®, Gerard+), born at 
Haddam, Conn., 20 Aug. 1694, died there about Jan. 1771; 
will 19 Feb. 1770, proved 19 Jan. 17713 married 21 Jan. 
1729/30, Abigail Clark, born at Haddam, 10 Jan. 1714/15, 
living 1770, daughter of Daniel and Mary ( ) Clark. 

His wife's identity is proved by her father's pro- 
bate. Although over 35 when he married a girl of 15, 
his own will does not indicate that he had children by 
a previous marriage, and no earlier marriage has been 
found. 

Children, born at Haddam: 


Daniel4, b. 18 Oct. 1732; d. Jan. 180k. 

William. 

Hevhzibah, m. 26 Dec. 1762, Increase Brainerd, b. 21 
Jan. 1/33/l, d. 1785. 

Abigail. 

Joseph. 

Elihu. 

Lydia. 

Mary. 

Elias, b. ca. 1750; d. 2h Sept. 1828. 

Stephen, b. ca. May 1753; d. 19 Aug. 181. 


66.. Phinehas-? (or Phineas) Spencer (Nathaniel®, 
Gerard+), born at Haddam, Conn., 20 Mar. 1701, died 
probably at Spencertown, Columbia Co., N.Y.; married 
9 Mar. 1731/2, Martha Steevens, born at Killingworth, 
Conn., daughter of Timothy. 

They, of Haddam, sold 11 June 1735 land set to Mar- 
tha from the estate of her ghee | Timothy Stevens, 


dec'd; and they sold 5 Feb. 1745/6, the deed being wit- 
nessed by Joel Spencer [No. 197]. Martha Spencer, "now 
of Haddam," wife of Phineas of Haddam and daughter of 
Timothy Stevens of Killingworth dec'd, gave a deed 1 
Dec. 1755. [Killingworth Deeds, 53166; 72198; 8:553.] 


184 
201 Re 
202 
iv. 
203 
i 20h Wh. 
{ vii. 
viii. 
205 ix. 
206 xX. 

; 
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Phinehas seems to have sold his Haddam homestead in 
1750 [Haddam Deeds, 4:101], and shortly removed to Spen- 
certown, N.Y. 

Children, born at Haddam: 


207 i. + Samuel4, b. 6 Feb. 1732/3. 

ii. Martha, b. 6 Sept. 173 (18 Sept. 1736 by family record 
which evidently tried to rectify the date to New Style 
with miscalculation of a day, but an actual error of 
two years); m. as second wife, Abraham Chase, b. at 
Provitence, R.I., 25 Oct. 173, d. at Hillsdale, Col- 
umbia Co., N.Y., 11 Jan. 1795. Three children, of 
whom one was named Phineas. (New Eng. Hist. and Gen. 
Register, 87:331.) 

208 iii. James, b. 1h June 1736; 4. 

iv. Abner ere b. 30 Aug. 1738; d. 

v. Phebe (twin), b. 30 Aug. 1738. 

209 vi. (probably) Phineas, b. 1) July 1746 (family record). 


Note: There were probably several other children. Some think 
it likely that Abner (of later birth than iv above) and Jeremiah 
of Granville, Washington Co., N.Y., were younger sons of No. 66. 
Their parentage has not been proved, and information is greatly 
desired by descendants of this branch. 


(To be Continued) 


ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS 


RICH FAWILY 


By Ada R. Chase, of Norwich, Connecticut 


I am indebted to Mrs. H. C. Young of Ebenezer, N.Y., 
for a correction to my article, "Some Descendants of 
Nicholas Rich of Salem, Massachusetts," in The American 
Genealogist, vol. 22, pp. 94-105. Forty years ago Mr. 
and Mrs. Young started a Rich Reunion, but only recent- 
ly have been able to prove the family record, after a 
trip to Massachusetts, Vermont and New York. I am also 
indebted to Mrs. Bessie Carven Collins, of Salina, Mich- 
igan, and Mrs. H. A. Edmunds of Chelsea-on-lludson, New 
York, for other information. 

Jonathan+ Rich (Samuel3, Samuel“, Nicholas) did not 
marry Abigail Barton (as stated 22:100) but Mehitable 
Daggett. The following is the corrected record of the 
family of his father, Samuel? (No. 8, p. 101): 


8. Samuel? Rich Nicholas), b. 10 July 


1712 (Mendon, Mass., V. p. 149); d. abt. 1789 (will 
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proved). He married Elizabeth ————, and lived in Sut- 
ton, Mass. 

Children of Samuel and Elizabeth Rich, births from 
Sutton V. R.: 


Samue1!, b. 30 July 1735; see p. 100-1. 

Benjamin, b. 20 July 1737; see p. 101. 

Hannah, b. 16 Apr. 1738; m. 22 Avr. 1778, Samuel David- 
son (Douglas, Mass., V. 1:92). 

Elizabeth, b. 29 July 171; m. 3 Sept. 1767, Stephen 
Bullen (Oxford, Mass., V. 1:131). 

Sarah, b. 3 Apr. 1743. 

David, b. Mar. 17h (174/52); see p. 101. 

Jonathan, b. 20 July 17h7; 4. 1628 (g.s., Charlton, 
eat. m. 7 July 1774, Mehitable Daggett (Sutton V. 
1:1h7 Children: 

1. Reuben’, b. 26 Apr. 1775. 

2. Arthur, b. 13 Oct. 1777. 

3. Lucy, b. 1 Jan. 1781. 

Jonathan, b. 19 Nov. 1782; d. 1821; m. 22 
1815, Fanny Knapp (Charlton V. pv. 203), 
1795 d. 1880 (g.s., Charlton). 

5S. Paul, b. 16 Aug. 1785; d. 1870; m. (1) Ruth 

» 1798-1818; m. (2) Susannah P 

1791-1669 (g.s., Charlton). 


From Mrs. kdiunds and Mrs. Collins I received the 
following: 

Jonathan? Rich (Jonathan?, Nicholas!, No. 15, p. 
100), m. 12 July 1749, Abigail Macaboy of Bethlehem, 
Conn. He ad. at Strafford, Vt., 27 Feb. 181). She d. 
there 28 Aug. 1811. 

Children, births of ten recorded at New Milford: 


Abigail4, ». 27 Apr. 1750. 
Bersheba, b. 13 Feb. 1752; m. Richard Wallace of Thet- 
ford, Vt. 
Jonathan, b. 20 Feb. 175). 
David, b. 29 Mar. 1756. 
Samuel, b. 2 May 1758. 
Elizabeth, b. 29 June 1760. 
Mehitable, b. 30 May 1762. 
James, b. 20 Aug. 176). 
Lois, b. 18 Aug. 1766. 
Zervia, b. 28 Aug. 1768. 
Abel, b. abt. 1773 (g.s.). 


Both Jonathan? Rich and Richard Wallace served in 
the Revolutionary War and their services have been ac- 
cepted by the Daughters of the American Revolution. 

Later, I. hope to complete the record of the ancestry 
of the Jonathan Rich who married Abigail Barton. 


i. 
144. 
iv. 
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HAYNES FAMILY 


By Mrs. William C. Clark, of Elkins Park, Penn. 


Note: The following items were received too late to be includ- 
ed in Mrs. Clark's article (pages 129-13), to which they pertain. 


In the article by Sidney Perley on "Center of Salem 
Village in 1700" [Essex Hist. Coll. 54:236], under 
"Thomas Haines House” he states: "This lot of land be- 
longed to Richard Ingersoll who d. 164) having devised 
it to his wife Ann. She married secondly John Knight 
Sr. and died in 1670." 

This would appear to be an error; I have her date of 
death as July 30, 1677, but have been unable to verify 
it. However, it was John Knight, Sr., who died in 1670. 

David W. Hoyt in Old Families of Salisbury and Ames- 
bury (1902) says (2:573]: “John Knight, Sr., of New- 
bury, ‘merchant tailor,' came with his brother Richard 
in 1635, married lst. Elizabeth ———, who died Mar. 


20, 1644-5 (Nby); 2nd., Ann ———, widow of Richard 
Ingersoll of Salem; will May 5, June 23, 1670....men- 
tions wife and her grandson Thomas 'Hains'." 


McQUIVEY FAWNILY 


By Gerald James Parsons, ™.S. (L.S.), of Clyde, N.Y. 


Additional data on the family of Solomon McQuivey, 
son of Nathan and Rachel (Hendee) McQuivey [No. 5 inm 
article in The American Genealogist, 26:198, Oct. 1950 
has been graciously submitted to me by Mrs. Harold G. 
Davis of Ellington, Conn. Therefore, this family group 
has been revised as follows: 


S.. Solomon McQuivey, son of Nathan and Rachel (Hen- 
dee) McQuivey, was born probably about 1770. He mar- 
ried first, 10 Feb. 1791, at North Bolton (now Vernon), 
Conn., Charity Simons, who died 17 Aug. 1825, aged 57 
years; second, Nov. 1826, Elizabeth (Allen) Bostwick, 
widow of David Bostwick and daughter of Joseph and Anna 
Allen. She was born in Litchfield, Conn., and died 10* 
May 1857, aged 70. Solomon McQuivey died at Spring- 
field, Mass., 27 Apr. 1845, aged 87, according to ‘the 
Warren Mss. (see below). This age has been misread or 
is incorrectly given, as it places his birth six years 
before the marriage of his parents. 

Children: 


i. Solomon, m. Sarah ° 
ii. Otis, m. Harriet Butler. 
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iii. Anna (or Ann), m. 2h Dec. 1813, Jonas Butterfield of 
Albany. 
iv. Sally, m. 1) June 1819, Harvey Benjamin. 
v. Persis, m. Hyde. 
vi. Emily, m. (int.) 17 Apr. 1828, Giles G. Tiffany. 


References: Warren, Thomas B. Springfield Families. Mss. 
(photostat copy at Conn. State Library, Hartford), p. 5h, 122, 
55, 689. North Bolton Church records, in New Eng. Hist. and 
Gen. Register, 60:80. 


MARY (PARSONS) HARVON: FURTHER DATA 


By Gerald James Parsons, M.S, (L.S.), of Clyde, N.Y. 


The following information seems to clinch my theory 
that Mary Parsons, daughter of Lt. John Parsons of San- 
disfield, Mass., did not marry Gaius Harmon [ante, vol. 
26, pe 210). Mrs. Margaret (Hobbie) Heinz of Lewiston, 
N.Y., has kindly supplied me with her family records, 
to this effect. Ayrault Bible: "Nicholas Ayrault and 
Mary Parsons married Dec. 15th, 1785; Nicholas Ayrault 
Sen. died Oct. 17, 1828, aged b9; Mary FP. his wife died 
March 12, 1812." And Ayrault family record made up 
from information Mrs. Heinz's father received from his 
mother, Emily (Ayrault) Hobbie: "Nicholas Ayrault of 
Sandisfield, b. Wethersfield 1761, son of James and 
Abigail (Kilbourne) Ayrault, d. Oct. 17, 1829, married 
Dec. 15, 1785, Mary Ann Parsons, d. March 12 (257), 
1812, aged 51." 

It will be seen from the above data that Mary Par- 
sons was born in 1761 and married a Sandisfield man. 
Consequently, it appears that this is the Mary Parsons, 
b. 28 Sept. 1761, in Sandisfield, Mass., and that she 
married Nicholas Ayrault of Sandisfield. 


RISLEY AND GALE FAMILIES 


Communicated by Donald Lines Jacobus 


Attention is called to two mistakes in my article, 
"The Risley Family of Connecticut" [ante, 25:233-2)6], 
and a "missing" wife has now been found. 

For two of these items I am indebted to Mr. Ralph M. 
Stoughton of Turners Fall, Mass., who is working on the 
old families of Gill, Mass. The second wife of. David 
Risley [No. L, iv] was, he informs us, Naomi Strickland, 
daughter of Joseph and Naomi (Wickham) Strickland of 
Glastonbury. The wife of their son, David? [25:238-9], 
Hannah Severance, whom he married at Bernardston, Mass., 
25 Oct. 1764, was not the daughter of Lieut. John and 
Esther (Arms) Severance, baptized 5 Feb. 1743/4, as I 
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had supposed, misled by the fact that she died at Gill 
on 18 Mar. 1818 aged 74 (gravestone), which agrees with 
the year of birth of Lieut. John's daughter. Ir.Stough- 
ton refers to the will of Ebenezer Severance, dated 8 
Mar. 1770, probated 5 July 1791 [Old Hampshire Probate, 
Northampton], which bequeathed "To my Daughter Hannah 
Risley, Three Pounds." Hence she was the Hannah, born 
19 Jan. 1741[/2], daughter of Ebenezer and Hannah 
(Brooks) Severance, despite the discrepancy of two years 
in the gravestone statement of her age. 


Two of the Risley brothers of the third feneration 
who settled in New Jersey, Richard and Jeremiah, were 
stated [25:23] to have married two sisters, Esther 
Gale and Diana Gale respectively. The fact is, the 
wives were not full sisters but half-sisters, wich the 
same mother but different fathers, and the wife of 
Richard Risley was lsther or Hester Cownover, daughter 
of Peter and Mary Cownover. The error was occasioned 
by the imperfect and misleading abstract of the will of 
Mary Gale as published in New Jersey Archives [Wills, 
2:191], and the correction is contributed by Mrs. Leon- 
ard G. Rundstrom, Chalfonte-Haddon Hall, Atlantic City, 
Neds Mrs. Rundstrom obtained a photostatic copy of the 
original will, and supplied a copy from this source. 

As it has an important bearing on the history of the 
Cownover (Couvenhoven) and Gale families as well as on 
the Risley connection, permission was requested to pub- 
lish this copy of the will, and Mrs. Rundstrom has most 
graciously consented to its appearance. 

For better understanding of the will, an explanation 
of the relationships will first be set forth, largely 
in the words of Mrs. Rundstrom, 

Mary Gale, wife of Samuel, was the widow of Feter 
Cownover of Great Egg Harbor, whose will was proved 21 
March 1704. Peter and Mary Cownover had children: Pe- 
ter, John, David, Hester (m. Richard Risley) and Mary. 
By Samuel Gale, Mary (widow of Peter) Cownover had 
children: Dinah (or Diana, m. Jeremiah Risley) and Sa- 
rah. Sarah probably died young, as she is not mention- 
ed in the will of her mother, Mary Cownover Gale. The 
son John referred to in the Risley article [25:23] was 
John Cownover, not Gale. The wiil follows: 


In the Name of God Amen the Seventh of December One 
Thousand Seven hundred and thirty one, I Mary Gaill Now 
the Widow of Samuell Gaill of Great Eggharbour in the 
County of Gloster and province of West New Jersy..... 
Do make and ordain this my Last Will and Testament.... 
And for such Worldly goods and estate wherewith it hath 
pleased God to bless me in this Life, I give and Dis- 


190 THE AMERICAN GENEALOGIST 


pose of the same in the following manner. Imprimis I 
give and bequeath to my three Daughters Hester Meary 
and Diana all. my wearing clothes and what is in my 
Cheast; to be Eaqualy Devided among them, I Likewise 
give to my Daughter Heaster the ould mears Cowlt and my 
Cloke: To my Daushter Mary I give the gray Cowlt now 
in the hands of Jeremiah Risley; To my Daughter Diana I 
give my side sadle; To Mary Risley Daurhter of Diana 
Risley I give a pece of Creap, to Jeremiah Risley I give 
Grigg; to Mary homan I give a yearling heifer and her 
Liberty to chose a Mistress among my Children. And for 
all my other estate goods and Chattels wherewith I am 
blest to be teakan into the hands of my Exectors of this 
my Last Will and Testament and they are my Dutyfull and 
Loving Sons John and David Cownover, and so much of the 
Estate to be sould as will pay my Just and Lafull Debts 
and Funerall charges and the Remaining part whicn is 
Left to be Equaly Devided among my Children: and two of 
my grand Children Thomas and Maicajah Cownover to have 
thayr fathers share Peter Cownover Deceased thayr fa- 
ther: John and David Cownover my sons, my Daughters 
Hester Risley Mary Adoms anc Diana Risley, these my 
Children and grandchildren to have the Remaining part 
of my Esteat to be Eaqualy Devided amonre them, without 
trouble trade or Contention, as are above named and I 
do hereby make and ordain my two Sons John and David 
Cownover aforesaid my Sole and only Executors of this 
my Last Will and Testament aforesaid....... 


The brief printed abstract of this will names cor- 
rectly the three daughters, also Meary Risley, Jereniah 
Risley and Mary Homan, but then reads: "Executors—son 
John and David Covenovin; they to divide the estate a- 
mong my children and two of my grand-children (Thomas 
and Micaijah, children of Feter Cownovin deceased)." It 
will be noted that the surname of the son John is not 
here stated or implied; David Cownover is nowhere des- 
cribed as a son; and it is not made clear that the sons 
of Feter Cownover were to have "their father's share" 
as the will actually states. Nor is it statea that 
"John and David Cownover my sons" were named among the 

hildren who were to divide the remainder of the estate. 

The misreading of the word "sons" as "son" is inex- 
cusable, since that term is applied three times in the 
will to John and David, In consequence, one fails to 
learn from the printed abstract that John was nasied 
Cownover or that David Cownover was a son or that the 
two Cownover grandchildren were children of a deceased 
son—they might just as well have been children of a 
daughter, so far as the printed abstract foes, for it 
omits the essential information that they were to have 
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their father's share, which implies that their father 
was a son of the testatrix. 

It is true that a student of the Cownover family who 
had consulted the will of Mary's first husband, Peter 
Cownover [Wills, 1:112], and had noted that Peter named 
wife Mary and children Peter, John, David, Hester and 
Mary, would have divined that something was seriously 
wrong with the printed abstract of the will of Mary 
Gale, and would have been able, with this clue, to in- 
terpret Mary's will more accurately. sut to one seek- 
ing merely to state the parentage of the two Risley 
wives, the abstract of the will was a trap, and the 
present writer acknowledges that he was caught in it. 

The Mary Homan given a legacy by Mary Gale was evi- 
dently an apprentice girl or a relative living in her 
family, and she was presumably the Mary Homan who mar- 
ried (license 5 Jan. 1738) Jeremiah Adams, both of Glou- 
cester County, N.J.$; but she was hardly mother of sons 
who married in 1745 and 1754 respectively [New England 
Hist. and Gen. Register, 59:316-9]. This account of 
the Adams family Pails to identify an Isaac Adams who 
with a Peter Counoum (Conover) witnessed in 1741 the 
will of Amos Ireland of Egg Harbor. An account ren- 
dered in the Ireland estate shows moneys paid (before 
31 Oct. 1749) to "Mary Addams, Esther Risley, Mercy 
Adams," named in that order, and, among others, to Peter 
Covenhoven. Also, in 1736, Isaac Adams with Jeremiah 
Adams witnessed the will of Japhet Leeds of Great Egg 
Harbor. Finally, the will of Rebecca Adams of Great 
Egg Harbour (also unidentified in the account of the 
Adams family, supra) in 1750 named, with other children, 
sons Isaac and Joseph and daughter Sarah Covenover, and 
grandson-in-law (whatever that may mean) David, son of 
Jeremiah Adams dec'd; and her will was witnessed by 
Sarah Ireland, probably the Sarah named as daughter in 
the will of Amos Ireland mentioned above. 

These facts are very suggestive, and we suggest, 
somewhat diffidently, as a subject for further study, 
the possibility that Rebecca Adams may have been the 
widow of Jeremiah Adams, Sr., who died in 1735; and 
that her son Isaac may possibly have been the husband 
of Mary Cownover who was called Mary Adoms in the will 
of Mrs. Mary Cownover Gale. ’ 

It also seems possible that Rebecca was a secpnd 
wife of Jeremiah3 and not the mother of Jeremiah+ (hus- 
band of Mary Homan and father of David), which would 
make Jeremiah+ her son-in-law [step-son] and would ex- 
plain the term "grandson-in-law" applied to David. If 
these gy mete pe | are correct, Mary Homan was a second 
wife of Jeremiah* Adams, while Isaac Adams, possible 
husband of Mary Cownover, was half-brother of Jeremiah, 
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WELLER FAMILY 
By John Insley Coddington, of Washington, D.C. 


The following items are an appendix to the English 
records given in my article "Weller Notes, ante, vol. 
26, pp. 248-256, vol. 27, pp. 26-31. 

(1) Elizabeth Weller, bapt. at Cranbrook 21 Dec.1600, 
daughter of Alexander and Elizabeth (Copeme) Weller, m. 
at Cranbrook 12 July 1625 Edmond Iddenden of Cranbrook, 
later of Scituate and Boston, Mass. See New England 
Hist. and Gen. Register, vol. 67, pp. 40, 43. 

(2) Richard Weller of Cranbrook (which one?) m. Su- 
san Jefferay, daughter of William Jefferay of Chidding- 
ly, co. Sussex, who d. 1611, by Audrey his wife, daugh- 
ter of Thomas Harvey of London, Grocer. Susan (Jeffer- 
ay) Weller was a sister of William Jefferay, Jeffery or 
Jeffry, one of the earliest settlers in Massachusetts 
Bay, who lived at Cape Ann, Manchester, Salem, Weymouth, 
and finally Newport, R.I., where he d. 2 Jan. 1674/5, 
aged 84, leaving issue. See William Berry, County Gen- 
ealogies: Sussex (London, 1830), p. 156; James Savage, 
Gen. Dict. of New England, vol. 2, p. 540; John 0. Aus- 
tin, Gen. Dict. of Rhoce Island, p. lll. Susan and 
William Jefferay's sister, Audrey Jefferay, m. Hugh Ev- 
ance of London, mercer, and their son John Evance set- 
tled at New Haven, but later returned to London. See 
New Haven Gen. Mazazine, vol. 3, p. 596; Henry F. Wat- 
ers, Genealofical Gleanings in England, vol. l, p. 253. 

(3) Alexancer Weller (which one?) m. at Cranbrook 14 
Aug. 1620 Joan Lake, and this couple are evidently the 
Alexander and Joan Weller to whom reference is made in 
Donald Lines Jacobus, "The Kitchell, Sheafe and Ruck 
gcse aia in England," ante, vol. 15, pp. 72, Tus 77, 

Note by Donald L. Jacobus: The last discovery con- 
firms the belief expressed in my article that the Joan 
Lake who married Edmund Sheafe on 17 Oct. 1610 was his 
third wife and identical with Joan (Jordan) Kitchell; 
which would mean that she had an interim husband named 
Lake. Her four Kitchell children were Robert the emi- 
grant, Frances who m. George Nash, #lizabeth who m. 
Thomas Ruck (also emigrants), and Joan. Since the three 
witnesses of Edmund Sheafe's will were George Nash, 
Thomas Ruck and Alexander Weller, of whom the first two 
were husbands of step-daughters, it was therefore sur- 
mised that Weller might be husband of Joan Kitchell. It 
now seems probable that she died, but that Weller's 
wife Joan Lake was daughter of Joan (Jordan) Kitchell 
by her second (Lake) husband. Probably there was also a 
Lake son, to account for the five children mentioned. 
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